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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
A relatively new and important responsibility has
been added to. the tasks of the public school superintendent.
This is the phenomenon of negotiations or collective action
which has been gaining increasing importance.

'~ile

collective action is not new to the scene of public education in the United States, it has nonetheless advanced with
such force in recent years that it cannot be dismissed as
'just another fad. 'nl

Dramatic evidence in the amount of

negotiations literature.that has been published in the past
ten years and is still being published

~ndicates

that change

is and will continue to be the order of the day in relationships between public school teachers, boards of education
and superintendents.
nitely not a fad!

The process of negotiations is defi-

Through their organizations in local

school districts, teachers, who are seeking recognition and
more powerful roles in policy formulation and administrative
decision making, are using negotiations to reach their goal.
During the past several years more and more teachers
across the United States have come to believe that positive
group action is necessary in dealing with boards of education as a means of securing economic and other benefits.
1w. Frederick Staub, "The Editor's Postscripts,"
Theory Into Practice, 9 (May, 1965), 79.
1

2

This positive group action which has led to more powerful
teacher's organizations threatens one of the traditional
concepts of public school management -- that school boards
make policy, superintendents administer policy, and teachers
teach.

"The truth is that school boards sometimes adminis-

ter policy, superintendents sometimes make policy, and one
or the other often intrude themselves into the teaching
2
3
process."
Writing in the Teachers Collese Journal, Charles

Perry reiterates what many writers in the field of publicschool negotiations reported earlier as to why teachers have
become so militant and why they are demanding a voice in
policy and salary formUlation.

Perry identifies the follow-

ing forces that have led to teacher militancy:
First, employment at all levels of government is increasing both absolutely and relatively.

Public employees

are a major organizational frontier for activitY in this
area.

It is quite possible that

e~isting

collective bar-

gaining relationships in the public services may have provided favorable examples for school teache·.rs.
presidential

E~ecutive

e~ecutive

Certainly the

order (President John F. Kennedy's

Order 10988 issued January 20, 1962) which

2 Allan M.
Education Disest,
3 Charles
.
tions," Teachers

West., "What's Buggins Teachers?," The
XXXI (February, 1966), 32.
. --R. Perry, "School Board-Staff NegotiaCollese Journal, 37 (December, 1965).

3

extended certain collective bargaining rights to federal
employees must have had an impact on the attitudes of
teachers toward collective action.
Second, the interest of the trade union movement
in the organization of white collar workers is increasing as
a reflection of a stability in total union membership produced by shrinking blue-collar employment in the economy.
In this respect, the support in personnel and funds given
by the Industrial Union Department of the AFL-CIO to the
organizing efforts of the AFT is no simple philanthropic
gesture.

The assumption underlying such aid is the

successful union organization of a relatively high status
professional group, such as teachers, may well serve to
undermine the traditional reluctance of white collar groups
generally to affiliate with the trade union movement.
Third, the problems and pressures of the large city
school system seem to have reached crisis proportions and
have proven to be susceptible to conventional solutions.
The big city teacher is surrounded by highly organized ar1d
powerful groups, including unions of city employees who in
many cases enjoy full collective bargaining rights under
comprehensive city labor relations programs such as exist
in New York City, Detroit and Philadelphia.
Fourth, the changing composition of the teaching
work force may have had, and will certainly have in the
future, an impact on the attractiveness of organization
if the experience of union organizers among white collar

4

groups in industry is at all relevanto

The increasing per-

centage of men in the field and the drop in turnover rates
imply a greater teacher career commitment, which in turn
would seem to imply greater unwillingness to live with a
sense of dissatisfaction and powerlessness.

Traditionally,

women ''and short service workers have been the hardest for
unions to organize, and it is this segment of the teaching
force which is diminishing. 4
According to Blanke, today's teachers, who are
better educated than those of any other era, are objecting
to what they call paternalism on the part of administration
and to being participants in only those parts in the
program delegated to them by the

admini~tration.

They

believe that with professionalism come rights as well as
responsibilities, and they are demanding the right to be
. po 1"~cy d eterm~na
. t"~on. 5
par t ners ~n
The initial and primary

th1~st

by teacher groups,

subsequent to the passage of state statutes permitting
collective negotiations, was in the area of salary benefitso
As the economic status of teachers has improved to a more
"acceptable" level, teacher organizations have enlarged the
scope of demands to include welfare benefits and conditions
of work.

Expanding the latitude of what were considered

negotiable items, teacher groups treaded for the first time
4 Ibid., pp. 103-105.
5virgil E. Blanke, "Teachers in Search of Power,"
Education Forum, XXX (January, 1966), 233.

5

into the arena of traditional board and administrative prerogatives.

Notable shifts in power relationships between

boards, administrators and teachers resulted in a state of
~

misunderstanding and confusion.

One of the immediate

effects of negotiations was the polarization of boards
and teachers into adversary factions.

The two groups

viewed the role of the school superintendent in the collective bargaining process with

st~died

ambivalence.

Areas

that the superintendent previously had considered the inviolate domain of the school administrator were being
tested at the bargaining table.

Thus, with the omnipotent

role of the school superintendent waning, the issue of an
administrator's appropriate behavior, particularly in the
sphere of collective negotiations, has become spuriously
clouded.
Is the superintendent the leader of the staff?
What is the superintendent's leadership role?
represent the board's interest?

Who will

Has the decade since the

passage of legislation legitimatizing collective negotiations for teachers provided the time for superintendents to develop a satisfying and discernible role behavior
in the collective bargaining process?

These are only some

of the questions that can be raised as the superintendent's
role in collective negotiations is examined.

6

Statement of the Problem
In a period a little more than a century the school
superintendency has gone through several evolutionary cycleso
The first of these depicted the superintendent as a school
master who needed very little specialized training.

He was

required to be slightly more knowledgeable in subject matter
than the meagerly educated teachers whom he supervised.
We next see the superintendent portrayed as an
educator who usually had more formal education than average
for the times.

He was considered to have broad vision and

was committed deeply to the importance of public education.
Then came the concept of the superintendent as a
scientific manager.

He turned to the business and indus-

trial world for insights and procedures which might be
adapted to the operation of a school system.

In realizing

that business management did not adequately transfer to the
educational world, and that he needed to have knowledge in
school finance, school law, and personnel management, the
superintendent then became a technician whose training consisted of detailed courses in school administration.
More recently the superintendent has been considered
the professional school administrator who should have
breadth and depth of knowledge, supplemented by many technical skills, deep convictions and a sense of mission to be
performed through the institution of ptlblic education.
.

.

narrow preparation can suffice.

No

The professional superin-

7

tendent needs, demands, and must have preparation that is
truly professional. 6
What is the role of the school superintendent in the
negotiating process?

Traditionally the superintendent's

role has been that of executive officer of the board of
education and professional leader and spokesman for the
certificated teaching staff.

Since the rise of teacher

militancy and tea:cher demands to share in salary determination and policy formulation, however, some questions
concerning the superintendent's traditional role have been
raised.

A review of the literature of teacher - board of

education - superintendent negc,tiations, has led to the
identification of five possible roles for the superintendent
in the negotiating process.
The NEA takes the position that the superintendent
should play a dual role in the negotiating process; that is,
he should be the executive officer of the board and professional leader of the teachers.

The authors of Guidelines for

Professional Negotiation, the principal _organ for the NEA on
negotiations, state that:
The superintendent of schools should seek ways
to bring the local association and the school board
together so tr~t they can develop a professional
negotiating agreement. In assuming his responsibilities as the executive officer of the board and
as a member. of the profession, he recognized that
6
American Association of School Administrators, The
Education of A School Superintendent (Washington, D.Co:
The Association, 1963), p. 5.

8

shared responsibility in policy determination is a
professional concept. He can be of great assistanc.e
by helping the board to recognize that the achievement of educational goals requires this joint
approach •••• 7
The American Associatfon of School Administrators
(AASA) concurs with the NEA that the superintendent serves
in a dual role as executive officer of the board of education and leader of the professional staff.

In this dual

position, the superintendent in actual negotiations would
be a resource person to both groups.

Because of the stress

from NEA, this dual role concept has received considerable
space in the literature.
A second concept of what the role of the superintendent should be in the negotiating process is that of a
single or managerial one.

The advocates of this single or

managerial role maintain that the superintendent can function in the negotiating process only as the executive officer of the board of education.

The AFT has long main-

tained that superintendents serve managerial roles.

"The

American Federation of Teachers •••• thinks of the superintendent as a management person who serves his employers,
namely, the board." 8 This position is also expressed by
Lieberman and Moskow when they speak of the superintend7National Education Association, Guidelines for
Professional Ne~otiations (Washington, D.C.: National Education Associat1on, 1965), p. 9.
8Harry A. Becker, "The Role of the School Administrator in Professional Negotiations," American School
Board Journal, 150 (May, 1965), 20.

.~·

9

ent's role: " ••• they are the chief representatives or executive agent of the board.oawhy, then, should there be
· any question that the superintendent is the representative
of the school board in collective negotiations?" 9
The superintendent of schools at Oak Park, Illinois,
Lester B. Ball, is one of the most staunch supporters of the
third concept of the role of the superintendent in the
negotiating processo

Dr. Ball does not see a fixed role

for the superintendent.

He says:

Superintendents are political persons. They
resolve differences, mediate between opposing forces,
adjust structures to the teachers' need, community
needs, to legal necessities, and try to find agreedupon goals that they can all work for. They deal in
the art of the possible. It means that the superintendent wants no fixed role in negotiations.. He
moves from problem to problem.lO
·
Ball sees, then, a pragmatic role for the superintendent in negotiations rather than a role c£ executive
officer of the board and/or professional leader of the staff.
A fourth possibility for the role of the superintendent in the negotiating process i.s advocated by van Zwoll
in his book, School Personnel Administration.

James van Zwoll

sees the superintendent as the leader and spokesman of the
9Myron Lieberman and Michael H. Moskow, Collective
Ne otiations for Teachers: An a roach
l.Cago,
l.nOl.S:
10 Lester.Ba Ball, "Professional Negotiation and
Collective Barftaining - A.New Way of Life for the School
Administrator, Washington, D.C.: American Association of
School Administrators, November, 1965, p. 22.(Mimeographed.)

.

.;;:./

.
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certificated teaching staff.

His reasoning for this is

that the superintendent was once a teacher and, therefore,
is still part of the professional s~.aff.

van Zwoll sees

the teacher as part of the executive branch of school operation.

He says:

The two chief parties to possible collective
agreement or joint action relative to school
operation are the employer and the employee, i.e.,
the board of education on the one hand and the
employed executive agents (all employees) on the
other. In view of the essential unity of the
executive group in the school situation, the
role of the administrator is logically that of
chief advocate for his executive fatJlily in terms
of the needs voiced by its members.ll
The superintendent in this concept of the role in
negotiation would be the chief spokesman for the teachers in
joint discussion with the board of education.
The fifth concept of the role for the superintendent
in the negotiating process is that he is neutral and that he
has no role.

This concept of the role is prevalenc in

Canadian public school negotiationso

Kratzman, an official

of the Alberto Teachers' Association, sees this no role
concept as a real possibility for American school superintendents in the near future.

He says:

As the process becomes organized and experts or
functionaries develop on each side of the bargaining
table, as they have in Alberta, the superintendent
plays a negligible role.
I predict that the United States school board
associations will expand their operation to encompass
11
James A. van Zwoll, School Personnel Administration (New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., 1964), p. 21&

11

such functionaries who will be more and more influenced by state associations as they meet their
counterpaLts among teacher groups. The superintendent will be forced £~ give up most of the trump cards
in the salary game.
Thus, a review of the literature reveals five different concepts of the role of the superintendent in the
negotiating process: (1) The dual role, which sees the
superintendent as spokesman for the board and for the teaChers in his capacity as executive officer of the board and
professional leader of the certificated staff.

(2) The

single or managerial role, which sees the superintendent exclusively as the executive officer of the board of education
and definitely not as a spokesman for the teachers' organization.

(3) The non-fixed or pragmatic· role that would not

assign a definite role to the superintendent.

The pragmatic

position would have him survey the situation and act as the
needs arise.

( 4) The conc·ept of the superintendent in a

single role of leader of the professional staff that holds
that the superintendent was and still is a teacher and thus
should represent them in negotiations with the board of education.

(5) The concept that the superintendent plays no

role in the negotiating process, as is the case in many of
the collective negotiations in Canada.

"It appears that the

12 Arthur Kratzman, "The Alberta Teachers' Association and Collective Bargaining," Theory Into Practice, 9
(May, 1965), 78.

,,

12

real problem for the school administrator is that of role
definition." 13 "On the sidelines, forced to wait for a clear
re-definition of his role, is the school superintendent." 14
The State Legislatures .of New Jersey and Pennsylvania passed resolutions and Statutes respectively, Chapter
303, New Jersey Public Laws of 1968, and Act 195 in 1970
(Pennsylvania) issuing permissive provisions for representative teacher groups to confer, consult, and discuss economic
welfare matters with boards of education.

Since that time

there has been much controversy concerning the role of the
superintendent of schools and the negotiations process.
This study determined similarities and/or differences in perceptions held by school board presidents,
school district superintendents and by teacher representatives concerning the role of the chief school administrative officer in the negotiations process.
Answers to the following questions were obtained:
1.

What are the attitudes of the selected board presidents, school district superintendents and teacher
representatives concerning the superintendent's role
in policy formation?

2.

What are the attitues of the respondents concerning

13nonald Duncanson, "School Board-Staff Relations,"
Teachers College Journal, 37 (December, 1965), 101.
14Frank Lutz and J. J. Azzarelli, The Strusgle for
Power in Education (New York: The Center for Appb.ed ReSearch in Education, Inc., 1966), p. 2.

13

the superintendent's role in carrying out board
policies.
3.

How do the respondents preceive the superintendent's
role in teacher negotiations?
.

4.

.

Do the respondents believe that the superintendent's
representative role changes depending upon the items
being negotiated?
PuEPose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to compare the atti-

tudes and opinions of school board presidents, school district superintendents and teacher representatives in New
Jersey and Eastern Pennsylvania concerning teacher negotiations as allowed by New Jersey and Pennsylvania law.

The

study determined whether school board presidents, school
district superintendents and teacher representatives perceived the role of the superintendent in teacher negotiations differently.
The justification for this investigation is obvious
when the response from the study population is considered.
A total of 79.6 per cent of the New Jersey and Pennsylvania
superintendents polled responded to the survey instrument
indicating the great interest superintendents have in teacher negotiations and the timeliness of the study topico
The attitudes and opinions of these individuals in
the field should be valuable to superintendents who are
currently involved or who soon will be involved in negotia-

14
tions.

Hopefully, the results of the study will be parti-

cularly meaningful to superintendents who soon will be faced
with this phenomenon or are in the emtryonic stages of teac~
er - board of education - super':tntend\?nt negotiations.
Limitations
This study was conducted within the following limits:
1.

The total population for the study constituted 250
school districts having legally certified teacher
bargaining units in New Jersey and Eastern Pennsylvania.

School districts were arbitrarily stratified

into five categories in order that the final sample
would contain school districts representative of the
categories.
types:

School districts were divided into five

Central City, City, Suburban, Industrial

Town, and Rural.

The two-hundred fifty school dis-

tricts chosen for participation were randomly selected from the total number of districts within each
size category.
2.

The individuals participating in the study were
school board presidents, school districts superintendents and the president of the elected teacher
representative group during the school year 1971-72
in each of the school districts desc~ibed above.
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Research Questions
The following research questions were postulated for
the study:
1.

Has the schoo_l superintendent's role changed as a
result of the collective negotiations movement?

2.

Is there verifiable evidence of a role pattern for
the superintendent?

3.

Is there

~

right or proper

ro~e

for the superin-

tendent which would exclude every other role?
4.

Are role expectations of superintendents more similar to those held by board members than to those
held by teacher representatives?
Research Technique ·

The instrument used in this study was a questionnaire constructed by Ronald Benjamin Trenholm15 and revised
by the writer to evoke responses from the entire population.
The questions related to the role of

th~

superintendent of

schools in teacher negotiations with boards of education.
The questionnaire method was chosen because of the great
distance between the researcher and the respondents, and
the opportunity it afforded to collect reactions from a
15 Ronald Benjamin Trenholm, "The Superintendent's
Role in Teacher Negotiations as Perceived by School Board
Chairmen and Representatives of Teacher Groups," (unpublished Ed.D. dissertation, Colorado State College, (1968),
Appendix B.
·
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number of persons in a relatively short period of time.
The instrument is included in Appendix Bo
The final form of the questionnaire was printed and
mailed to the sample group of board presidents, district
superintendents and local association presidents.

In order

to secure frank and willing responses, all respondents were
assured that individuals participating in the study would
not be identified in any way.

The respondents were asked

to return the completed questionnaire to the researcher in the
self-addressed and stamped envelope provided them.
After the return of the questionnaire and subsequent verification of return, the mailing list was reviewed.

A second cover letter and questionnaire was mailed to
those who did not respond to the first inquiry.
Responses to the questionnaire were coded and punched
onto computer cards for analysis through the use of computer
programs.

Relative frequency tables were prepared containing

numerical and percentage :r:·esponses by the three ma.j or categories of respondents: school board presidents; school district superintendents and teacher representatives.

These

three groups were compared by response to each question.
Findings have been presented in written and tabular
form with general conclusions and recommendations for further study noted.

IV and V.

This information is presented in Chapters
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Definition of Terms
1.

Superintendent - The chief executive officer of
a school district; the administrator who reports to
the board of education.'16

2.

Teacher's Organization - The recognized negotiation
agent for teachers in the school district.

The or-

ganization may be made up of teachers, specialists
and administrators or any combination thereof provided that it includes a majority of teachers and is
the recognized negotiating tnlit for teachers.
3.

Professional

Negotiat~

- have been defined as a

set of procedures, both written and oral, that have
been officially adopted by the local teacher's
organizations and school boards which provide an
orderly method to negotiate on matters of mutual
concern and to reach agreement on those matters.
4.

Board of Education - The controlling body, typically
chosen locally in accordance with constitutional or
statutory provision, acting in the interest of the
local district represented and within statutory and
constitutional boundaries existing in the state in
which the board resides.
16 American Association of School Administrators,
of the School Su erintendent (Washington, D.C.:
ucat:t.on ssoc:t.at:t.on,
p. 4 ..
.l.

)

,
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5.

Statutes - refers to laws as enacted by the state
legislature.

6.

School District - The school district is an agent of
the State for the purpose of fulfilling the State's
function in education.

The school district has only

those rights and responsibilities that the State
Legislature has delegated to it.

The State Legisla-

ture, limited by constitutional prohibitions, may
pattern and control education in any manner that it
desires.
7.

Role - Behavior patterns of functions expected of or
carried out by an individual in a given societal
... 17
con t ex~....

17carter V. Good, The Dictionary of Education. (New
York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1959), p. 471.

CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED RESEARCH AND LITERATURE
,.

A review of periodicals, books and unpublished dissertations pointed up a considerable volume of writing on
professional negotiations.

Although the broad field of

profe.ssional negotiations has received considerable attention from researchers, the specific role of the superintendent of schools in such negotiations is given only perfunctory attention in most publications.

A brief summary of

some of the most significant work done on the problem will
be given in this chapter.
QE!gin and Development of
PrOfessional Negotiatt.£:~
The concept of negotiation or bargaining

bet~ileen

teachers' organizations ;: .1d boards of education is a very
recent development on the uducational scene.

The first men-

tion of this idea occurred in the r:at:'l.onal union growth of
the latter thirties by the American Federation of Teachers. 1
However, the idea was not accepted then but rather provided
background thought for the teacher unrest that was about to
break out in the forties.
Two significant changes were developing within the
teaching profession which were to be a driving force in
1Myron Lieberman, Education As A Profession (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1956}, p. 334.
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the developing struggle for power.

One was the changing

male-female composition of the profession, especially at
the secondary level.

From a low of fourteen percent male

public school teachers in 1920 ;· the number of men in
teaching grew to over twenty percent before 1950 and to
over thirty percent in 1964.

The influx of men into the

profession caused a greater concern with welfare and personnel matters on the part of teachers because men carry
family financial responsibility.
Moreover, the profession was changing radically in
its educational and professional preparation for the task
at hand.

"In 1940 only nine states required a bachelor's

degree for the

init~al

elementary

teach~r's

certificate.

By 1955, thirty-one states required it." 2 This increase
was paralleded by a steady but less marked increase in the
average amou of academic preparation of all teachers. 3
It was also during the period from the late thirties
up to 1950 that the two national teachers' organizations
were experiencing a rapid growth.

After a long period cf

relatively stable membership, ;he N.E.A. experienced a
short but rapid growth spurt during the twenties.

This

growth stabilized and during the forties the N.E.A. was
adding apout 45,000 teachers annually to its membership
2 rbid., p. 134.
3 N.E.A., "The 1955 Teacher Supply & Demand Report,"
Journal of Teacher Education, Vol. 6 (March, 1955), 36.
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rolls.

The American Federation of Teachers, on the other

hand, after a period of decreasing membership during the
twenties and early thirties doubled its membership from
1934 to 1944 and doubled again.from 1944 to 1952. 4
These factors of growing teacher organizations,
changes in teacher preparation and makeup, the advent of
local salary schedules along with the national economic
upsurge of the post World War II years brought into focus
the dire financial plight of the teaching profession.

In

the absence of national teacher organization pressure, local
teachers' organizations began to reflect their growing discontent and frustration with administrative and board
policies.

This inability of teachers' organizations and

boards of education to settle local problems led to a series
of work stoppages that reflected the scope of the problem.
The strikes of the late forties produced a few collective bargaining agreements although a formal contract was
not the typical outcome of the work stoppages.

Contracts,

however, appeared in Butte, Montana; Bremerton, Washington;
Cicero, Illinois: and Norwalk, Connecticut.

The contract

between the Norwalk Teachers' Association and the Norwalk,
Connecticut Board of Education resulted from one of the
aforementioned work stoppages.

The contract agreement

covered such areas as salary schedule, leave of absence,
4 American Federation of Teachers, Commission on educational Reconstruction, Organizing the Teaching Profession:
The Story of the A.F.T. (NewYork: Free Press of Glencoe,~S~.
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in-service credit evaluation and grievance pr0cedure.
The Norwalk, Connecticut contract

~nd

its subsequent

court ruling together with the Committee of Nine reports
and final adoption by the State Board of Education in April
1957, paved the way for the first teacher-board contract
that provided for all aspects of negotiations as they are
known today; 5 that is, recognition, negotiation procedures,
and appeal from impasse.

Stinnett, et.al., reported that:

In 1957, the Norwalk teachers negotiated an
agreement that provided an appeals procedure in the
from of mediation by the State Commissioner of
Education. This is believed to be the first agreement, under what is now termed professional negotiation, providing appeal provisions.6
However, from the initiating movement of the early
fifties, a number of agreements were being formulated between teachers' organizations and boards but were mostly in
the form of board minutes or unwritten policies rather than
hard and fast written contracts.
InJun~

196l,the representative assembly of the Na-

tional Education Association, largest teachers' organization
in the United States with membership exceeding 1,000,000,
passed the following resolution defining the policy it
believes should be followed in teacher-board relationships:
5connecticut State Board of Educatio~ '~orking Relations Between Board of Education and Teachers' OrganizationsBulletin 85," The Connecticut Teacher (January, 1963), 14.
6t.M. Stinnett, Jack H. Kleinmann, and Martha L.
Ware, Professional Negotiations in Public Education (New
York: The Macmillan Company, 1966), p. 26.
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•••• That professional education associations
should be accorded the right, through democratically
selected representatives using appropriate professional channels, to participate in the determination of
policies of common concern including salary and other
conditions for professional service •.•• The seeking of
consensus and rnutual agreement on a professional
basis should preclude the arbitrary exercise of ~tni
lateral authority by boards of education and the use
of the strike by teachers as a means of enforcing
economic demands.7
Perhaps the most dramatic clash of major proportions
between the two teacher organization (N.E.A. and A.F.T.)
occurred in New York City in the fall of 1961.

The conflict

centered around the election among New York City teachers to
select an agent to bargain with the board of education. 8
The change in the teacher spirit and the increased competition forced both the N·.E.A. and the A.F.T. to attempt to
develop highly visible agreements as showcases for the benefits to be gained through affiliation with their respective
organizations. 9
In 1963 the representative assembly of the N.E.A.
reiterated its position concerning professional negotiations
and added this statement to the resolution:
Under no circumstances should the resolution of
differences between professional associations and
7 James Monroe Hughes, Education In America (New York:
Harper and Row, 1962), p.77.
8
Jack R. Herbertson, "Teacher Negotiations as Perceived by Representatives of Teacher Groups, Superintendents,
and School Board President~' (unpublished Ed.D.dissertation,
School of Education, Colorado State College, 1966), p. 6.
9 J. Hopkins, "A Review of Events in Professional
Negotiations," Theory Into Practice, IV (April, 1965), 54.
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boards of education be sought through channels set
up for handling industrial disputes .... Industrial
disputes conciliation machinery, which assumes a
conflict of interest and diversity of purpose
between persons and groups, is not appropriate to
professional negotiation in public education .... The
N.E.A. calls upon its members and upon boards of
education to seek state legislation and local board
action which clearly and firmly establish these
rights for the teaching profession.lO
On August 3, 1963, the Pasadena, California, Board
of Education formally adopted the first known professional
negotiations agreement to be developed as a result of this
resolution. 11
The National School Boards Association supports, in
1972, a similar position with regard to professional negotiations.

However, in 1963, its policy read, in part:

School boards, subject to the requirements of
applicable law, shall refrain from compromise agreements based on negotiation or collective bargaining,
and shall not resort to mediation or arbitration,
nor yield to threats of reprisal on all matters
affecting local public schools, including the welfare
of all personnel. They shall also resist by all
lawful means the enactment of laws which would compel
them to surrender any part of their responsibility.l2
Subsequently, the executive secretary of the Utah
School Boards Association stated, "school boards must adopt
negotiation and grievance rnachinery •.•• failure to do so
10 National Education Association, Addresses and Proceedings, CI (Washington, D.C.: The Association, 1963), 465.
11 R. 0. Daly, "Professional Negotiation," National
Education Association Journal, LIV (May, 1965), 30.
12 Howard L. Cherry, "Negotiations Between Boards and
Teacher Organizations," American School Board Journal, CXLVI
(March, 1963), 9.
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would force the transfer of control to some other group." 13
On January 17, 1962, President John F. Kennedy signed
into law Executive Order #10988 14 which provided federal
employees the rights of organi~ation, recognition, and
negotiation with certain federal agencies in respect to
wages and personnel policies.

Although it did not directly

affect teachers, it changed the long-standing government
policy toward employee negotiations and set a negotiation
pattern for millions of public employees.

The effect of

Executive Order #10988 was to strengthen considerably the
teacher position in the quest for negotiation rights and
negotiation legislation.

It emphasized the teachers' rights

to organize, be recognized as bargaining groups, and
negotiate with school boards while temporarily quelling the
fears of encroachment on the public interest.
Up to the mid-sixties, legislation affecting teacherboard negotiations had been minimal, but the year 1965
proved to be a turning point.

New Hampshire (1955),

Alaska (1959), and Wisconsin (1962) were joined by eight
15
other states
by act of separate state legislatures during
that year.

The laws differed, however, in their applica-

bility as well as their provisions.

While Massachusetts,

13
T. M. Stinnett, "Professional Negotiation, Collective Bargaining, Sanctions, and Strikes," NASSP Bulletin,
XLVIII (April, 1964), 98.
14
Federal Register 555. 1962.
15
stinnett, Kleinmann and Ware, op. cit., pp. 180-185.
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Michigan, and Wisconsin made provision for other public
employees, the remaining eight applied to teachers only.
In Alaska, California, Florida, and New Hampshire no
mediation procedure was provided in cases of impasse.

In

Massachusetts, Michigan, and Wisconsin mediation was provided via the state labor channels and in Connecticut,
New Jersey, Oregon, and Washington mediation was provided
via the state department of education.
In addition to legislation, the mid-sixties produced
the first texts devoted exclusively to teacher negotiations.
Steffenson's 16 purpose was to describe th.e current status of
teacher-board negotiation procedures and to indicate some
potential trends.

He described the three approaches to

negotiation then being utilized as well as devoting a minor
portion of the study to the role of the superintendent of
schools.

The roles described were (1) negotiator for the
board of education, (Denver, Colorado); 17 special negotiator
for and advisor to the board of education, (Butte,
Montana); 18 and advisor to both teachers' organization and
board of education, (Webster Groves, Missouri). 19
16 James Steffenson, Teachers Negotiations with Their
School Boards (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing
Ulf~ce Bulletin #40), 1964.
17
Ibid., p. 45.
18 Ibid., p. 46-47.
19 Ibid .. , p. 46-47.
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Stinnett, Kleinmann and Ware 20 presented a handbook
type text that touched on the history and present status of
negotiation as well as defining the National Education
Association position in detail..
formation in the area of

smt~le

It also provided much inlegislation, sample con-

tracts, and current documents that pertained to or were
directly applicable to teacher-board negotiation.

A sample

of this documentation is the Presidential Executive Order

#10988 which is reproduced in its entirety.

Stinnett

emphasized the superintendent's role of independent third
party in negotiations between the teachers' organization
and the board of education.

"And above all, build a reputa-

tion as a man who sides not with the board or the teachers
but with the good of the students." 21
Lieberman and Moscow's volume on teacher-board negotiation is comprehensive in coverage and attempts the same
approach as Stinnett but from a more independent point of
view.

In addition to the plethora of detail concerning actu-

al and sample contracts, legislation and documents, the text
follows a p1th closer to the American Federation of Teachers'
position on teacher negotiations but recommends a cooperation
between the American Federation of Teachers and the National
20 T.M. Stinnett, Jack H. Kleinmann and Martha L.
Ware, Professional Negotiation in Public Education (New York:
The Macmillan Company, 1966).
21 Ibid., p. 156.
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Educational Association for the future benefit of both.
The advocated role of the superintendent in negotiation is that of Executive Officer of the board of education.
It is pointed out, however, that "the superintendent can sit
22
bac.k and not get hurt"
in the role of advisor to both parties.

Although it is pointed out that the superintendent's

role in negotiation will be determined largely by the size of
the school district, the authors contend that "the superintendent's role must be clearly defined and commonly understood."23
Negotiations in many school districts call for the
superintendent to act primarily as the representative of the
school board.

He is given power to make recormnendations con-

cerning some matters and to act on others.

He serves merely

as a consultant during negotiations procedures in some
districts.

In others, the superintendent does not partici-

pate in the bargaining at all.
Epstein feels there would be danger if the superintendent "served in negotiations as a neutral, unconcerned
consultant or that he ever be kept out of the negotiations
entirely." 24
2

~ron Lieberman and Michael Moscow, Collective
Negotiations for Teachers: An A
Administra~on
~cago:
an
y an
23 rbid., p. 377.

-.

Be~jamin Epstein, '~at Status and Voice for
Principals and Administrators in Collective BargaininR and
'Professional Negotiations' by Teacher Organization?, NASSP
Bulletin, XLIX (March, 1965), 253.
24
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Story asse.rts that:
The superintendent should be the key figure in
the negotiations. A partial list of his major responsibilities are: complete charge of the mechanics
of negotiations, carrying out board's instructions
in bargaining, supervising,the functioning of the
bargaining committee in framework of the board's instructions, and shaping the items in bargaining,
including budget-making.25
In a survey of 247 school districts Donald K. Goe
found that "the superintendent is an active part of the negotiations1 regardless of the topic, in those districts reporting a collegial relationship." 26 Collegial relationships
is defined ars "the association of people within an organization in which dec.isions on certain matters are made jointly
as co-equals. u27
When the board of education and· the school administration reflect natural community conservatism, as they often do, the collective action of teachers sometimes opposes
that of the board of education and generates dissension between the

tw~

There is no reason why the school board and

the administration should be on one side of a local education
issue and teachers on the other.
solution," •••• a table,
te~chers,

surround~J

Hipp suggests this
by representatives of

the board, and the superintendent, with each

25 H.W. Story, "Collective Bargaining with TeachersUnder Wisconsin Law," Theory Into Practice,IV (Apri1,.196.5),64.
26 nonald K. Goe, "A Comparison of Behaviors .in Teacher Negotiations and the Character of Teacher-Administrator
Relationships" (unpublished Ed.D. dissertation, School of
Education, Colorado State College, 1967), p. 115.
27 Ibid., pp. 17-18.
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striving to do his best to provide the finest education." 28
The Role of the Superintendent
Historically, through

a process

of evolution, legis-

la:...ive action, and delegated authority, superintendents have
become the educational leaders of their communities and the
chief executive officer of the school board.

Superintendents

have worked closely with the school staff, board and the
community utilizing their professional training and experience.

The board has naturally, and of necessity, looked

to the superintendent for recommendations on policies and
for rules and regulations to

in~lement

those policies.

In

addition, the superintendent has a leadership role with the
staff and, above all else, a responsibility to provide a
quality educational program for the student.
Alteration of the Role of the Superintendent
By Negotiation
Though it took 100 years for the position of the
superintendent to develop, professional negotiations have
altered the traditional role in less than a decade.

Through

negotiations, teachers and their organizations are obtaining
a role in the fonmulation of major policies, especially
those related to salaries and service conditions.

·~ereas

teachers traditionally were interested in protecting the
28 F. L. Hipp, "Advancing the Welfare of Members,"
NEA Journal, LIII {January, 1964), 20.
.
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decision-making autonomy of the administration and school
boards from outside threats and influences, in the early
1960's teachers began to obtain some degree of control over
29
the decision-making process."
The superintendent's role has been fairly well
defined in past years.

The position was clarified enough

that the superintendent could carry out his duties and
responsibilities without experiencing serious role conflicts.
According to Schooling, however:
Today's administrator is like King Louis XVI of
France, whom someone referred to as 'a fine man caught
in a revolution.' His natural inclination is to
resist the forces that alter a relationship that is
familiar and comfortable. He is faced with the
necessity of accommodating to pressures not clearly
understood and at the same time of maintaining a
relationship that permits him the obligations and
responsibilities educational leadership imposes upon
him.30
Adolph Unruh is one of the same opinion, stating,
"The increasing complexity of the problems and pressures
impinging on education make his job more difficult and
,.31
.
.
t ~me consum~ng.
Within the confusion caused by negotiations confrontations with teacher groups, boards of educaLion and
superintendents are faced with adapting to the changes in
29 George B. Brain, ''Who Controls Education,"
Washington Education Association, (January~ 1967), 32.
30 H. W. Schooling, "Teacher-Administrator Relationships," NEA Joun1al, LTV (February, 1965), 33.
· 31 Adolph Unruh, "Negotiations and the Role of the
Superintendent," Educational Fonun, XXIX (January, 1965), 168.
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traditional roles and relationships.

The school superin-

tendents' role, which is central to this study, fa.ces
serious difficulty in creating a definable role behavior
for the superintendent relative to professional negotiations.
Work by Clark, 32 Moore, 33 and Caldwe11, 34 bears out
the seeming ittability to find a consensus, either from
superintendents or from the various related professional
organizations, on the role a superintendent is to play in
collective bargaining.
is in transition.

Thus, the superintendent's role

Connor, Executive Secretary of the

American Association of School Administrators, prescribed
as follows, the course of action that must be taken in
order to give substance to a new role:
School administrators must reassess, and when
appropriate, reshape and redesign their leadership
role, using all the intelligence, insight and understanding which can be brought to bear.35
32Maurice P. Clark, "The Superintendent's Role in
Professional Negotiations," Illinois Education, LVII
(October, 1968), 70-72.
33 Harold E. Moore, The Administration of Public
School Personnel (New York: Center of Applied Research,
Inc., 1966).
34william E. Caldwell, "The Role of the School
Superintendent in Negotiations Between Teacher's Organizations and Boards of Education" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, New York University, 1968).
35 Forrest Connor, "School Administrators View
Professional Negotiations," The Clearing House, LV (January,
1969), 294-297.
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The superintendent's future role, when it crystallizes, may be drawn from one of several possible postures.
Lieberman, 36 Shils, 37 and Stinnett, 38 reviewed the
positions of the national associations in regard to expectations held for the superintendent during the negotiation process.

Shills and Whittier saw this problem as one caused by

the conflicting attitudes and policies of the National Education Association and the American Federation of Teachers
as well as by policies and beliefs of the National Association of School Boards and the American Association of School
Administrators. 39
The National Education Association assigned to the
superintendent a dual role which
as both a member of the

sch~ol

invol~ed

the superintendent

professional staff and the

chief administrator of the board of education.

The superin-

tendent was seen as having a major responsibility to each of.
the parties engaged in the negotiations proceedings. 40 The
superintendent's function was to act as impartial supplier
36

Myron Lieberman, op. cit •• pp. 31-35.
37 Edward B. Shils and C. Taylor Whittier, Teachers,
Administrators and Collective Bar~aining (New York: Thomas
Y. Crowell Company, 1968), pp. 31 -316.
38 stinnett, Kleinmann and Ware, ?P· cit., Chapter V.
39

sh~ls, op.
~

't ., p. 30 •

c~

40 National Education Association, National Association Handbook (Washington, D. C.: National Education Associatiop, 1964-1965), 66.
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of data and information to the board and teachers alike.

41

Role latitude, in this dual role, was given in terms of
the superintendent's ability to motivate and stimulate the
teacher and board to put forth .. the best effort possible in
order to achieve agreements that were in the best interests
of the school program.
The AASA saw the superintendent in a role similar
to the aforementioned position of the NEA.

No public stand

was taken by the AASA to define the superintendent's role in
collective bargaining until 1965. 42 The terms of the AASA
resolution regarding the superintendent's role appeared to
support the NEA position; however, the wording of the resolution contained such ambiguous phrases as, ••judicious
statesmanship, professional insights, and primary commit43
ment to improved educational services to pupils."
Although
this was a slight departure from. the NEA's position, the
superintendent was placed squarely in the middle owing
allegiance to neither side.
TI1e AFT was less inclined to be confused by deceptive
or complex definitions of a role for the school superintendent.

The AFT acknowledged that the superintendent was the
chief executive of the board. 44 This organization further

41 shils, op. cit., p. 21.
42 stinnett, KleinmanrL and Ware, op. cit., p. 105.
43 Ibid., p. 106.
44 shils, op. cit., p. 147
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characterized the superintendent as the leader of the
opposition.

The concern of critical observers was that, in

addition, the AFT strongly supported by-passing the superintendent and dealing directly.with the board of educatian.45

The superintendent had two paths open to him under

the AFT philosophy.

He could operate as the manager and

"boss of the opposition" for the board or be cast aside and
by-passed as a non-participant in the bargaining process.
The NASB viewed .the superintendent as a "channel or
interpreter."

His task would still involve working with and

between both parties.
the school board

Teachers were expected to approach

thr~ugh

the superintendent.

By-passing

or attempting to circumvent official channels·was frowned
upon and the superintendent was seen, at least in part, as
the board's agent.
As one observer noted, none of the foregoing roles
are dynamic; "they will result in destroying the effectiveness of the superintendent with his own staff, with the community, and ultimately with the school board." 46
Oram, discussed the "management function" at the
bargaining table as viewed in the industrial context.
The decisions reached at the bargaining table concern every aspect of the management function from the
financing of welfare benefits to the establishment
of formulas for adapting wage structures to new ~chines
and processes. Even more challenging is the
45 shils, op. cit., p. 316.
46 s1-·1s op • cit • , p • 30 •
. !..11~
'

36

fact that today's collective bargaining decisions
are inevitable of a long-range character, with consequences that extend far into the future. And the
margin for error is uncomfortably small---competitive survival ten years hence may well depend u~on
a company's foresight . in current
negotiations.47
,.
The material products of industry can hardly be compared with

ht~n

products of education; however, certain as-

pects of the management function are applicable to both systems.
The superintendent of schools is the

chi•~[

e'cecutive

of the board of education and traditionally has been responsible for leadership of the total educational program.
Collective bargaining has implications for administration
that deeply involve the school superintendent.
or failure of negotiation procedures

may

The success

depend largely

upon the role by the superintendent who is centrally involved
in the process. 48 Lutz and Azzarelli, defined the problem
inherent in the role of the school superintendent as follows:
The superintendent has a major role in the interaction between the board and organized teachers.
This role must not be one of deciding what the board
should know on the one hand and the teachers on the
other; nor should it be a messenger service, relaying
information back and forth. There are those who
advocate eliminating the position of superintendent
from this interaction process. But how could such a
47 James W. Dram, Understandin
(New York:American Manage~m~e~n~t~~s~s~o~c~~~a~t~~~o~n~,-rn~c~.,~~~~--~~
48 Roy L. Swihart, "Teacher Negotiations and the Role
of the Superintendent," The Clearing House, VILL (May, 1969),
535.
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crucial part of the organization's activity be
carried on without a person in the organization
and who is highly trained and is in addition the
chief executive offic.er? Such an omission cannot
be defended, either by organizational theory or by
previous history or practice in either professional
organizations or union activity.49
The unique role of the superintendent is that he
finds himself between the organized teacher group he once
belonged to and the board of education '\.;rho will not "unconditionally" accept him in the manager's role.

He is forced

to interact with both groups holding membership in neither.
The administrative role he was trained for is no longer an
acceptable one, and thus far, a clearly defined new role has
not emerged. 50
The superintendent's role can be described as pivotal
to many groups, but the pivotal nature is most easily recognized in regard to board and teacher relationships.

This

triadic set of relationships is made more complex by the
adversary nature of formalized negotiations.
trated this

rol~

Evans illus-

dilemma as follows:

Role ambiguity and role conflict in collective
negotiations are unique to public education. In the
private sector of the American economy the negotiation
process is viewed as a dyadic relationship between
employees and employer. In public education, however,
because of the historic factors the negotiations
process is perceived as a triadic relationship involving the employees (teachers), employer (school
49 Frank W. Lutz and Joseph J. Azzarelli, The
Struggle For Power In Education {New York: Center-rDr Applied
Research in Education, 1966), p. 68.
50 schooling, op. cit., p8 34.
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board), and the chief school officer. If it·were
not for the intervening historic factors which
affect the role perceptions and expectations held
for superintendents by teachers and school board
members, as well as superintendents, one could
apply the logical fit of the private sector dyadic
relationship in which the superintendent as management would represent the employing school board.51
The role behavior of school superintendents is not
based solely on the superintendent's perception of what the
job entails. 52 The school superintendent is the formally
recognized chief executive.

He is the most visable, the

most vunerable, and potentially the most influential member
of the school organization. 53 The superintendent when
characterized as the most influential member of the school
organization holds the. key to the confusion that results
when attempts are made to define role behavior in regard
to collective negotiations.

Conceptualizing a clear role por-

trayal of the superintendent is constrained by the knowledge
that teachers may see him as a board tool, while the board
may see him as a teacher who will do anything the teacher
group asks. 54 Both groups may question his motives when
51 seymour Evans, "The Superintendent's Dilemma," The
American School Board Journal, CLV (November, 1967), 10-1~
52 rbid., pp. 10-12.
53

Ronald & Campbel~ Luvern L. Cunningham, and Roderick R. McPhee, The Organization and Control of American
Schools (Ohio: Cfiarles E. Merrill Book Company, Inc., 1965),
p. 208.
54I..ester B. Ball, "Collective Bargaining-A Primer for
Superintendents," Saturday Review, L (January, 1967), 70-71.
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they deal with him during the stresses of collective negotiations.
Stinnett, Kleinrnann and Ware saw three possible
rolesfor the school superintendent in the negotiating
process. 55

The roles are characterized as managerial,

dual and non-participant.

The first role, that of manage-

rial, is defined as a role function in behalf of the board
of education.

In this role the superintendent participates

in negotiations as a representative of the board.

He oper-

ates as the board's leader or "near leader" during the
negotiation process.

There is no doubt about the superin-

tendent's role; it removes him from any collegial relation56
ship with other members of the professional staff.
The
second role classification is termed a dual role and is
concerned with the superintendent's participation together
with teachers and board.

He is the third party to the

. t"J.ons. 57 The dual role tends to be situational,
nego t J.a
serving both groups as the need arises. "What is best for

the institution" serves as the guideline for this role.
The third role is described as a non-participating
role.

In this role the superintendent excludes himself or

55 stinnett, Kleinmann, and Ware, op. cit., p. 113.
56 Ibid., p. 114.
57 Ibid., p. 115.
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is excluded from the process.

Minimum involvement whether

by design or choice characterizes this role.

The superin-

tendent feels he cannot oppose teachers in certain matters
and continue to function as their leader in others.

There-

fore, he avoids connecting himself in any way with the bargaining process. 58
Each of these three roles can be identified with the
positions taken by national associations.

"Managerial" and

"non-participant" are most easily associated with the two
alternative paths for the superintendent suggested by the
AFT philosophy.

The "dual" role finds support in the philo-

sophies of the NEA, AASA, and the NASB.
59
a research associatE:' at the
Charles R. Per~,
Industrial Relations Center, University of Chicago, also sees
three possible roles for the superintendent in the board of
education-teacher-superintendent negotiations.

The direct

negotiations between the board of education and the teachers
leave the superintendent with no role in the process.

The

tripartite negotiations, where the superintendent is called
upon to act as a third force in the board of education-staff
relationships, characterizes the superintendent's role as
58
Lee 0. Garber, "How to Free Superintendents from
Negotiation Haizards," Nations Schools, XXXCVLL (March, 1966),
139.
59 charles R. Perry, "School Board-Staff Negotiations,"
Teachers College Journal, 37. (December, 1965), 103-107.
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dual.

The third role discussed by Perry is one in which the

superintendent or his staff does the major part in the negotiations.

Perry concludes his discussion by saying, "Superin-

tendents can and must adapt their roles to this new environmental force either by withdrawal or by negotiations." 60
Alton W. Cowan, in an April, 1966, newsletter to
Michigan school superintendents presents a slightly different
slant on the possible roles of the superintendent in the
negotiating process.

Cowan, executive secretary for the

Michigan Education Association, sees four models (roles) of
administrative behavior and style in Michigan.

Three of

Cowan's models are similar to those outlined by Steffenson
and Perry.

Cowan's additional role for.the superintendent

is that of a spokesman for the instructional staff, a
traditional paternalistic concept.
The third model involves the superintendent as
spokesman for the instructional staff in bargaining
for better wages, hours, terms and conditions of
work. This is a traditional position in many districts. His involvement is usually as the wheeler
and dealer and paternalistic representative of the
first order. He is included in the educational family and perceives himself as its head. He is a leading constituent of the educational community.61
So far in this review, four role possibilities for
the superintendent have been presented.
60 Ibid.

1

Ball and Campbell,

p. 107.

61 .Alton W. Cowan, "Collective Bargaining and the Superintendent," Cormnents from a Michigan Superintendent's Newsletter, April r:-1966.
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Cunningham and McPhee identify a fifth possible role for
the superintendent in the negotiating process.

These

authors see the role as a political and a pragmatic role one that is unfixed.

CampbelL, McPhee, and Cunningham

spelled out the role of the superintendent as a political
one •••• a major role of most superintendents must
be that of arranging the environment so that the
educational enterprise may remain v.ital •
•••• we are ascribing a political role to the
superintendent, but it is a political role with
educational underpinning. As long as education
remains as decentralized as it is in the United
States, we see no alternative.62
Then in a later discussion entitled "The Bargaining
Role," these authors make this statement:

"The role of the

school superintendent will be affected sharply wherever
direct negotiation with the board through a bargaining agent
is instituted." 63
Concurring with Campbell, et.al., Ball goes further
to suggest an unfixed or pragmatic role for the superintendent.

Ball says:
•••• Let's look at it (the role) in the light of
new, and I call it the emerging role, of the superintendent of schools as a political person •••• They
are political persons. They resolve differences,
mediate between oppc .';ing forces, adjust structures
to teachers' needs, community needs, to legal
necessities, and try to find agreed upon goals that
they can all work for. They de:·; l in the art of the
possible. It means tha.t the sur·!: :-i~!1t.:•tldents want
62 crunpbell, Cunningham, and McPhee, op. cit., p. 214.
63 Ibid., p. 281.
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no fixed role in negotiation. He moves from group
to group, from problem to problem. He assesses the
common interests among the contenders. He performs
an •••• 'adv~nce arbitration' role. He packs his
official punch with one and all and he uses his
sparingly. He has power and prestige. He remains
flexible as to where he stands and this is important
to his success.64
Surrnnary
Several major concepts are readily discernible from
the literature reviewed.

It is obvious that the role of the

superinten<.\mt in collective negotiations is not clear, and
the review of the literature offers a wide divergence of
thought regarding what that role should be.

The struggle

between the American Federation of Teachers and the National
Education Association fo~ membership and dominance of education is clearly evident.

The various role possibilities for

public school superintendents were examined carefully in the
literature and the research since this is the major emphasis
for this study.
To summarize the review of the literature, a superintendent may play the following roles in a negotiating
process:
1.

TI1e role of the superintendent in the negotiating
process is a dual one.

The superintendent is a

resource person to both the teachers and the board
64 Lester B. Ball, "Professional Negotiation and
Collective Bar~aining--A New Way of Life for the School Administrator," (American Association of School Administrators, November, 1965), p. 22. (Mimeographed~

,,
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of education.

The superintendent serves as the

leader of the professional teaching staff and as the
executive officer of the school board.

In this dual

role, the superintendent is often called a "middle
man."·
2.

The role of the superintendent in the negotiating
process is a single or managerial one representing
the board of education.

The superintendent is the

executive officer of the board of education, which
employed him, and he owes his allegiance to them.
The superintendent represents the school board
either by selecting their negotiator or by acting in
this capacity himself.
3.

The role of the school superintendent in the negotiating process is that of a professional staff
leader, who always represents the organized teacher
organization.

He is the leader and accepted repre-

sentative of the teacher organization to the board
of education, and is their spokesman.
4.

The role of the school superintendent in the negotiating process is not fixed; it is political or
pragmatic.

The superintendent has no fixed function

in the negotiating process; rather, he simply acts
as the needs arise.

He acts pragmatically toward

both the teachers and the board of education.
Neither group can claim his particular allegiance in
negotiations.

·"'

,
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5.

The superintendent plays no role in the negotiating
process.

The superintendent represents neither the

teachers nor the board of education.
during the negotiations.

He is neutral

The teacher organization

and the school board each selects its own negotiator
without seeking the advice of the superintendent.

·

8

.

RP ·1

_

·
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CHAPTER III
RESEARCH AND METHODOLOGY
In designing this study,. attention was given to the
selection of the basic population, the development of the
research instrument, the procedures for gathering the data,
and the statistical analysis used in the interpretation of
the. data.

These aspects of the study are described in the

following sections of this chapter.
Population
The population with which this study is concerned
was the 1971-1972 school board presidents, school district
superintendents, and the teacher organization president from
the elected representative negotiating group in the 250
selected school districts in New Jersey and Easte:tn Pennsylvania.

Only school systems having a local bargaining unit

recognized by the school board were eligible to be considered
as participants in this study.
For this study five categories of school districts
were established.

Using information gathered from the United

States Census, 1970, school districts were divided into five
types:

Central City, City, Suburban, Industrial Town, and

Rural.

A central city school population was defined as one

having a population of 100,000 inhabitants or more living in
the boundaries of the school district.

A city school dis-

trict was considered as one having over 50,000 but less
46
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than 100,000 inhabitants.

A suburban school district was

considered as one being on the fringe area of a central city
which incorporated a population of 20,000 but less than
,.

50,000 inhabitants.

The industrial town was defined as a

geographical entity having from 3,000 but less than 20,000
inhabitants.

A rural school district was classified as being

within incorporated places with less than 3,000 inhabitants
residing in the school district.
The survey was designed to render a stratified random sample of the school districts in the geographical location of New Jersey and Eastern Pennsylvania.
The populatio~ was representative of the entire State
of New Jersey and Eastern Pennsylvania ·touching every geographic region and involving school districts with from 15
to over 12,800 on the professional staff.

Only the very

small districts (those with fewer than 10 certificated persons) were not included.
Seven hundred and fifty respondents were solicited,
and out of that number 512 (67.7 percent) responded.

Table I

shows numbers and percentages of returns under the three
major categories of Board Presidents, District Superintendents and Teacher Representatives.
The negotiations laws of New Jersey (Chapter 303) and
Pennsylvania (Act 195) permit all certificated staff members
who do not act in a supervisory capacity to be elected
members of the representative negotiating committee.

There-

fore, some teacher representative participants were guidance
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counselors, some were elementary teachers, and some were
secondary teachers.
TABLE !.-Summary of Respondent Returns from the ~wo Hundred
and Fifty Participating School Districts
Number
Solicited

Number
Returned

Percent
Returned

Board
Presidents

250

134

53.6

District
Superintendents

250

199

79.6

Teacher
Representatives

250

179

71.6

750

512

67.7

Respondents

Totals

The population was made up predominantly of males rather than females.

A total of one hundred thirty-four board

presidents responded of whom one hundred twenty-three were
male and eleven were females. Of the one hundred ninety-nine
superintendents who responded, one hundred ninety-six were
males and three were females. One hundred forty-six males and
thirty-three females responded as teacher representatives.
Instrumentation
The basic instrument used in this study was a questionnaire originally constructed by Ronald Benjamin Trenholm1
1Ronald Benjamin Trenholm, "The Superintendent's Role
in Teacher Negotiations as Perceived bY. School Board Chainnen
and Representatives of Teacher Groups, ' (unpublished Ed.D.
dissertation, Colorado State College, 1968), Appendix B.
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and revised by the writer.

This instrument was used to

evoke responses from the entire population.

The questions

generated demographic information regarding the respondertts,
the school district represented; and also related to the
role of the superintendent of schools in teacher negotiations
with boards of education.

The questionnaire method was

chosen because of the great distance between the writer and
the respondents.

Moreover, it afforded the opportur1ity to

collect reactions from a large number of persons in. a
relatively short period of time.
in Appendix

The instrument is included

B~

The instrument contained sixty-four questions on four
pages.

The first twelve gathered

demog~aphic

data.

Ques-

tions 13 through 16 dealt with the determination of school
district policies relating directly to teacher welfare and
questions 17 and 18 with those policies not relating directly
to teacher welfare.
Questions 19 through 33, a randomized group, pertained to the adequacy of New Jersey's and Pennsylvania's
negotiations laws, the superintendent's ability to act in a
dual capacity, the necessity of special training for teachers
and administrators in procedures of negotiations, and the
role of teachers and administrators in policy formation.
The superintendent's representative role, and as an
agent for supplying information and alternatives were
reflected in Questions 34 through 47.
Item 48 dealt with administrators' organizational

so
affiliation, and items 49 and SO, the possibility of persons
other than the superintendent serving as advisors in negotiations.
Questions 51 through 59··sought responses concerning
the superintendent's representative role in situations
affecting teachers' working conditions, whereas, questions
60 through 64 concerned the superintendent's representative
role in considerations of a curricular nature.
An evaluation of the revised survey instrument was

secured from the writer's advisor, who is Assistant Professor
of Psychology at Trenton State College and Adjunct Professor
of Walden University.

The eval11ation of the instrument

involved minor changes of wording and the addition of
questions pertaining to demographic variables.

The instru-

ment was judged to be amenable to computer analysis, both in
coding and in format.
Procedures for Gathering the Data
3urveillance to insure accuracy was maintained
throughout the gathering of data for the study.

The decision

was made to administer the instrument through mailing procedures.

In December, 1971, a letter and the que.3tionnaire

were sent to two hundred and fifty board presidents, two
hundred and fifty district superintendents and two hundred
and fifty teacher association presidents.

The letter briefly

described the essence of the study and solicited their cooperation for the completion of the questionnaire.

The
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respondents were asked to return the questionnaire to the
investigator in the self-addressed and stamped envelope
provided them.
Daily records were maintained for returns.

In late

January, 1972, a revised letter and a questionnaire were sent
to those who had not responded to the initial request.

When

the decision was made to analyze the data which had been
generated onto IBM cards, a total of five hundred and twelve
questionnaires had been returned.

This number represented

67.7 percent of those sent to prospective

respondents~

Methods of Analysis
Data for each item on the questi_onnaire were programmed and analyzed at the Rutgers University and Princeton
University Computer Centers.
Chapter IV.

They appear in table form in

The Princeton computer is an IBM 360/91 and the

Rutgers Computer is an IBM 360/67.
for Social Sciences

(S.P.S.S~)

2

The Statistical Package

was the computer program used

to tabulate the data.
Relative frequency tables were prepared containing
numerical and percentage responses by the three major categories of respondents: school board presidents, school
district superintendents, and teacher organization presidents.
Participants in the study were asked to respond to
2Norman H. Nie, Dale H. Bent, and C. Hadlai Hull,
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (New York: McGrawHill Book Company, Inc., 1970).

~
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the questions in two different ways.

For the first group of

questions, following the demographic items, they were asked
to respond either "YES", "yes", "no" or "NO".

A response

of "YES" indicated-that the respondent was answering in an
.

.

emphatically positive manner, and a response of "yes" indicated that he was answering in a somewhat positive manner.

A

response of "no" indicated a somewhat negative answer, while a
response of "NO" indicated an emphatically n-=gative response.
For the second group of questions there were five
possible responses:

"Teachers", "Board", "Both", "Neither",

and "Not Negotiable".

This group was concerned with whether

.

.

the superintendent should represent the teachers, the board,
both the teachers and the board, or neither.
All information from the.questionnaire was keypunched
on IBM cards for data aria.lysis.

For questions requiring

degrees of positive and negative responses, a chi-square test
of homogeneity for the three major groups with a.OS level of
significance was used to determine statistically significant
differences.
The data from the research consisted of frequencies
in discrete categories;therefore, this nonparametric test was
used.

Parametric tests require that the data under analysis

result from a measurement of a least interval scale strength.
Whenever statistical tests, parametric or nonparametric, are used, certain assumptions are made.
Nonparametric statistical tests are hemmed in by
fewer and less stringent assumptions than parametric
tests. They are particularly free of assumptions
about the characteristics or the form of the distributions of the popula~ions of research samples.
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Thus they are also called distribution-free tests.
As Siegel puts it, 'A nonparametric statistical
test is a test whose model does not specify conditions about the parameters of the population from
which the sample was drawn.'3
Ferguson states that the chi-square distribution is
used in tests of significance and that the null hypothesis
is assumed.

This hypothesis states that no actual difference

exists between the
frequencies.

obser~ed

frequencies and the expected

He further explains that a value of chi-square

is calculated and if this value is equal to or greater than
the critical value required for significance at an accepted
significance level for the appropriate degrees of
the null hypothesis is rejected.

freed~,

If the hypo.thesis is

rejected, it may be stated that the differences between the
observed and expected frequencies are significant. 4

3Fred N. Kerlinger, Foundations of Behavioral
Research (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1964),
p 25 7
4George A. Ferguson, Statistical Anal~sis in Psychologl and Education (New Yoxk: McGraw-Hillock Company,
Inc., 966), pp. 194-195.
0

0

CHAPTER IV
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA
The primary purpose of·· this study was to compare the
attitudes and opinions of school board presidents, school
district superintendents, and teacher organization presidents in selected school districts in New Jersey and Eastern
Pennsylvania, concerning the role of the superintendent in
the process of negotiations.

This chapter is a presenta-

tion and analysis of the data based on the procedures outlined in Chapter III.
Determination of Teacher Welfare Policies
Questions 13, 14, 15, and 16 were concerned with who
should determine school district policies relating directly
to teacher welfare.
School board presidents, superintendents and teacher
representatives agreed that school boards should not unilaterally determine policies pertaining to teacher welfare,
as shown in Table 2.

Teacher representatives, however, had

more intense feelings than board presidents and superintendents, which is to say, they felt more strongly than board
presidents and superintendents that boards should not make
such policies unilaterally.

The board presidents

an~

super-

intendents agreed at a vastly higher rate than teacher
representatives that the board should determine policies
relating to teacher welfare.

The difference in intensity
54
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of feeling was statistically significant.
TABLE 2. 1 -Do You Think School District Policies Relating
Directly to Teacher Welfare Should be
Determined by the School Board Only?
YES

yes

no

NO

Respondents
N

Board
Presidents
District
Superintendents
Teacher
Representatives

%

13 10.3
c

6

3.1

0

0.0

N

%

36 28.6

N

%

27

21.4

37 19.4 43
4

2.3

Calculated chi-square=
Critical Value Necessary at .05 Level=

9

N

%

50 39.7

22.5 105 55.0
5.2 159 92.4

3 X 4

3 X 2

110.14

63.14

12.59

5.00

As might be expected from the above findings, the
groups agreed that teachers, administrators and school
boards should cooperate in

formul~ting

welfare, as indicated in Table 3.

policy about teacher

There is a significant

difference in negative responses wherein the teacher representatives indicate that a cooperative effort is not
warranted.
1Tables 2-31 will display the full 3 X 4 matrix and
include in the lower right a chi-square statistic tased on
collapsing adjacent yes categories and the adjacer~ no
categories with adjusted critical values along with the
appropriate degrees of freedom (df).
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TABLE 3.-Do You Think School District Policies Relating
Directly to Teacher Welfare Should be Determined by the
School Board with Teachers and Administrators Assisting?
yes

YES

no

NO

Respondents
N

Board
Presidents

%

N

%

N

%

N

%

83

62.4

36

27.1

10

7.5

4

3.0

District
Superintendents

128

65.0

54

27.4

8

4.1

7

3.6

Teacher
Representatives

88

51.2

47

27.3

22

12.8

15

8.7

Calculated

chi~square=

Critical Value Necessary at .OS Level=

3 X 4

3 X 2

18.40

16.62

12.59

5.99

df=6

df=2

The superintendents and board presidents were twice
as vehement as the teacher representatives that teachers and
administrators should not unilaterally determine teacher
welfare policies without board influence, as shown in
Table 4.

Conversely, the teacher representatives indicated

a very strong positive feeling that administrators and
teachers should
policy.

coilr~~ratively

develop teacher welfare

Superintendents were nore likely than board pres-

idents to respond that unilateral policy determination by
employees is acceptable.

These differences between the

groups were statistically significant.
Neither board presidents nor district

superin~endents
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believed that teachers should determine welfare policies independently of both administrators and school boards.
Table 5 indicates, however, that 25 percent of teacher rep,.

resentative respondents believe that teachers alone should
determine welfare policies.

The differences between teacher

representatives and board presidents and school superintendents are statistically

The perceptions of the

significant~

school superintendents and board presidents are congruent.
TABLE 4.-Do You Think School District Policies Relating
Directly to Teacher Welfare Should be Determined by
Teachers and Administrators?
yes

YES

no

NO

Respondents
N

%

N

%

N

%

N

%

Board
Presidents

0

0.0

18

14.8

28

23.0

76

62.3

District
Superintendents

4

2.1

55

29.1

53

28.0

77

40.7

Teacher
Representatives

31

17.9

76

43.9

40

23.1

26

15.0

Calculated chi-square=
Critical Value Necessary at .05 Level=

3 X 4

3 X2

108.61

73.43

12.59

5.99

d£=6

d£=2

Non-Welfare Policy Determination
There was very little agreement between board presidents, school superintendents, and teacher representatives
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regarding school boards unilaterally determining policies
not related to teacher welfare.

Teacher representatives re-

jected emphatically this procedure in policy formulation, as
shown in Table 6. School ·superintendents had no particularly
strong feelings; that is, they were fairly evenly divided in
their responses among the affirmative and negative choices.
School board presidents were inclined to feel that school
district policies not relating directly to teacher welfare
should be determined by the school board only.

The differ-

ence in intensity of feeling was statistically significant.
TABLE 5.-Do You Think School District Policies Relating
Directly to Teacher Welfare Should be Determined
By Teachers Only?

NO

no

yes

YES.
Respondents
N

%

N

%

N

%

Board
Presidents

0

0.0

0

0.0

2

1.6

121 98.4

District
Superintendents

0

0.0

0

0.0

7

3.7

183 96.3

Teacher
Representatives

19

11.0

25

14.5

32

18.5

97 56ol

Calculated chi-square=
Critical Value Necessary at .OS Level;

%

N

3 X 4

3 X 2

135.01

87.53

12.59

5.99

df=6

df=2

Teacher representatives maintained consistency in
their beliefs about boards making unilateral policy decisions
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in matterd relating to teacher welfare and matters not relating to teacher welfare.

Board presidents and school

superintendents had much more intense feelings that teachers
should be allowed to share in policy determination concerning
teacher welfare.

Likewise, board presidents were quite con-

sistent in their beliefs about boards making unilateral
policy decisions in matters relating to teacher welfare and
matters not relating to teacher welfare.
TABLE 6.-Do You Think School District Policies Not Relating
Directly to Teacher Welfare Should be
Determined by the School Board Only?
yes

YES

NO

no

Respondents
N

%

N

%'

N

%

N

%

Board
Presidents

50

38.8

32

24.8

19

14.7

28

21.7

District
Superintendents

34

17.9

48

25.3

42

22.1

66

34.7

Teacher
Representatives

6

3.5

22

12.9

25

14.6 118

69.0

Calculated chi-square=
Critical Value Necessary at .05 Level=

3 X4

3 X 2

104.67

70.77

12.59

5.99

df=6

df=2

Table 7 does reveal an inconsistency by school superintendents.

While 43.2 percent believed that policies not

relating directly to teacher welfare should be determined by
the school board only, 83.6 percent believed that policieo
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not relating directly to teacher welfare should be determined by the school board and administrators assisting.
Teacher representatives had more intense feelings than board
presidents that non-welfare policies should be formulated by
school boards with administrators and teachers assisting.
School superintendents and teacher representatives ·were more
congruent in their responses, wherein 92 percent of teacher
representatives and 83 percent of the superintendents who
responded indicated that teachers and administrators should
assist the school board in developing policies not related
to teacher welfare.

The difference in intensity of feeling

was statistically significant.
TABLE 7.-Do You Think School District Policies Not Relating
Directly to Teacher Welfare Should be Determined by the
School Board with Teachers and Administrators Assisting?

yes

YES

NO

no

Respondents
o•

N

%

N

"/o

31.7

23

18.7

17

13.8

78

40.0

18

9.2

14

7.2

60

34.1

9

5.1

5

2.8

N

%

N

Board
Presidents

44

35.8

39

District
Superintendents

85

43.6

Teacher
Representatives

102

58.0

lo

3 X 2

Calculated chi-square=

3 X 4
39.15

Critical Value Necessary at .OS Level=

12.59

5.99

df=6

30.61

df=2

61

Adequacy of New Jersey and Pennsylvania
Negotiations Laws
There is a statistical difference bP-t\veen the three
groups responding to the adequacy of New Jersey and Pennsylvania negotiations Laws in maintaining the powers and
duties of district school boards, as shown in Table 8,
TABLE 8.-Is (New Jersey's) (Pennsylvania's) Negotiations Law
Adequate to Maintain the Po-;;.;rers and Duties of
District School Boards Over Matters of
Salaries and Economic Policies?
yes

YES

NO

no

Respondents
N

%

N

%

N

%

N

%

Board
Presidents

10

7.5

45

33.8

30

22.6

48

36.1

District
Superintendents

27

13.7

81

41.1

49

24.9

40

20.3

Teacher
Representatives

50

29.2

61

35.7

24

14.0

36

21.1

I

Calculated chi-square=

39.16

3 X 2
16.75

Critical Value Necessary at .05 Level=

12.59

5.99

3 X 4

df=6

df=2

although the significant difference is not very large.
Teacher representatives and school superintendents tend to
agree more closely that the negotiations lm.;rs are adequate.
There seems to be more congruency among the three groups in
terms of moderate affirmation that the negotiations laws of
New Jersey and Pennsylvania are adequate.

Table 8 indicates,
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however, that teacher representn.tivPs were more likely than
board presidents to believe that negotiations laws in New
Jersey and Pennsylvania are adequate to maintain the powers
and duties of district school boards over matters of salaries and economic policies.
Table 9 shows that there is a significant difference
TABLE 9.-Is (New Jersey's) (Pennsylvania's) Negotiations Law
Adequate to Ensure Negotiations for Teachers?

yes

YES

no

NO

Respondents

Board
Presidents

%

N

%

N

%

62.4 33

24.8

9

6.8

8

6.0

N

%

83

N

District
Superintendents

139

69.8

44

22.1

11

5.5

5

2.5

Teacher
Representatives

29

16.5

47

26.7

41

23.3

59

33.5

Calculated chi-square=
Critical Value Necessary at .05 Level=

3 X4
161.33

3 X2
131.71

12.59

5.99

df=6

df=2

between teacher representatives and the other two groups school superintendents and board presidents in regards to
New Jersey's and Pennsylvania's laws to ensure negotiations
for teachers.

Board presidents and superintendents agree

very closely and emphatically that the negotiations laws in
New Jersey and Pennsylvania are adequate to ensure
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negotiations for teachers.

Teacher representatives, on the

other hand, are somm-1hat equally divided on the question 43 percent responded yes: compared to 56.8 percent who
responded no.

Congruency of opinion is reflected in the

moderately yes responses.
The Superintendent's Dual Role
Board presidents and teacher representatives agreed
almost identically that it is not possible for the superintendent to represent both the interests of the teachers and
the board·when engaging in professional negotiations, as
shown in Table 10.

The responding superintendents also

TABLE 10.-vfl1en Engaging in Negotiations, Is it Possible for
the Superintendent to Represent Both the
Interests of Teachers and the Board?
NO

no

yes

YES
"Respondents
N

%

N

%

Board
Presidents

10

7.5

35

District
Superintendents

11

5.5

Teacher
Representatives

10

5.6

N

%

N

%

26.1

15

11.2

74

55.2

75

37.7

39

19.6

74

37.7

50

28.2

27

15.3

90

50.8

3 X 4

3 X 2

Calculated chi-square=

15.06

4.63

Critical Value Necessary at .05 Level=

12.59

5.99

df=6

df=2
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agreed to a high degree that -this dual role is not possible.
Superintendents were more inclined than the two other groups
to believe that they can represent the interests of the
teachers and the board.

However, no significant difference

between the groups could be established.
The three groups similarly believed that the superintendent cannot simultaneously perform both the functions
of acting as agent for the board and as agent for the
teachers, as shown in Table 11.

Very close agreement is

TABLE 11.-Can the Superintendent Perform Both the Functions
of Acting as Agent for the Board and as
Agent for the Teachers Simultaneously?

Respondents

I
N

Board
Presidents

l

yes

YES

%

N

NO

no

%

N

%

N

%

73

5L~. 9

I

9

6.8

31

23.3

20

15.0

District
Superintendents

14

7.1

67

33.8

41

20.7

Teacher
Representatives

10

5.6

51

28.8

27

15.3

I

76
89

38.4
50.3

3 X4

3 X 2

Calculated chi-square=

10.79

4.28

Critical Value Necessary at .05 Level=

12.59

5.99

df=6

df=2

evident among the three groups of respondents.

No statisti-

cally significant difference could be found.
There was close agreement between the three groups of

'
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respondents, Table 12) concerning the existence of a conflict
TABLE 12. -When Engaging in Negotiations, is '.rhere a Conflict
of Interest in the Dual Role of the Superintendent in Representing Both Teachers and the Board?
YES

yes

no

NO

Respondents
N

%

N

%

N

%

N

%

Board
Presidents

59

45.0

38

29.0

14

10.7

20

15.3

District
Superintendents

62

32.1

78

L~O.

4

35

18.1

18

9.3

Teacher
Representatives

97

55.1

50

28.4

15

8.5

14

I 8.0

3 X4

3 X2

Calculated chi-square=

27.65

6.98

Crit5cal Value Necessary at .05 Level=

12.59

5.99

df=6

df=2

of interest in the dual role of the superintendent in representing both teachers and the board when engaging in negotia/

tions.

All three groups believed that a conflict of interest

does exist.

Teacher representatives, however, had more

intense feelings than board presidents and superintendents
who reflected congruency in their feeling.

All three groups

remained consistent in their feelings with regard to the dual
role of the superintendent, Tables 10, 11, and 12.

Teacher

representatives, board presidents and superintendents were
quite emphatic in their belief that a conflict of interest
does exist in ·the superintendent's dual role.

The three
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groups also believed that the superintendent cannot represent the interests of the teachers and the board and that
the supcrintcndertt cannot act as agent for both parties
simultaneously.

'·

A statistically significant difference

was observed
Policy Formation
School board presidents, district superintendents,
and teacher representatives agreed to a very high degree
that superintendents should play a significant role in school
district policy formation, as shown in Table 13.

Board

TABLE 13.-Should the Local District Superintendent Play A
Significant Role in School District Policy Fonnation?

yes

YES

no

NO

Respondents
N

%

N

/'o

N

%

98

73.7

34

25.6

0

0.0

l

0.8

District
Superintendents

181

91.0

14

7.0

2

1.0

2

1.0

Teacher
Representatives

88

50.0

68

38.6

10

5.7

10

5.7

Board
Presidents

N

%

3 X 4

3 X 2

Calculated chi-square=

86.35

24.15

Critical Value Necessary at .05 Level=

12.59

5.99

df=6

df=2

presinents and district superintendents had very intense
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feelings in the affirmative.

Teacher representatives, like-

wise, had stronG nffirmative feelings about the superintendent's role in school district policy formation; however,
there was a substantial negative response which reflected
a statistically significant difference.
In Table 14 a chi-square of 22.73 indicated a sigTABLE lL~.-Do Local District Superintendents Presently Play A
Significant Role in School District Policy Formation?

yes

YES

no

NO

Respondents

Board
Presidents
District
Superintendents
Teacher
Representatives

N

%

N

%

N

%

N

%

84

63.2

43

32.3

5

3.8

1

0.8

118

59.6

7t

! ~;g .4

0

o.o

2

1.0

38.6

18

10.2

4

2.3

I

86

48.9

68

3 X4

3 X2

Calculated chi-square=

26.68

22.73

Critical Value Necessary at .05 Level=

12.59

5.99

df::6

df::2

ni.ficant difference at the .05 level between teacher representatives and board presidents and district superintendents
in regards to the question:

Do

superint~.::ndents

presently

play a significant role in school district policy formation?
Board presidents and district superintendents responded in a
strong affirmative.

Teacher representatives likewise agreed
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that superintendents play a significant role in school
dist·ric t policy forrnation; hO\.;rever, a significant number
of respondents indicated that the superintendent did not
play a s jgnificant role in school district policy formation.
The Teachers' Role in Policy

Formatio~

School boa·rd presidents were nearly equally divided
on the question: Do you think teachers should share in overall district policy formation? A larger percentage of superintendents responded in the affirmative than board presidents.

Table 15 indicates that the difference in belief

TABLE 15.-Do You Think Teachers Should Share in Over-all
District Policy Formation

yes

YES

no

NO

Respondents
N

%

N

%

N

%

N

%

..

Board
Presidents

14

10.7

54

41.2

34

26.0

29

22.1

District
Superintendents

38

19.3 108

54.8

32

16.2

19

9.6

Teacher
Representatives

113

63.8

32.2

7

4.0

0

0.0

57

3 X4
Calculated chi-square=
Critical Value Necessary at .OS Level=

158.74

3 X 2
81.15

12.59

5.99

df=6

d£=2
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among the ·three groups of rcf:;pondents was statistically
significant.
Distr.ict superj_ntendents and board presidents
responded that teachers presently play a significant role in
district policy formation.

Superintendents felt more keenly

about this issue than board presidents.

Among the teacher

representatives, a larger percentage of respondents felt
that the teachers do not play a significant role in district
policy formation than those who responded in the affirmative.
Table 16 indicates that the difference between the groups

TABLE 16.-Do Teachers Presently Play a Significant Role in
District Policy Formation?

YES

yes

NO

no

Respondents

Board
Presidents

N

%

N

%

N

%

N

%

7

5.3

63

47.7

46

34.8

16

12.1

12.2 113

57.4

44

22.3

16

8.1

64

36.2

59

33.3

4L~

24.9

District
Superinter.dents

24

Teacher
Representatives

10

5.6

--

3 X 4

3

Calculated chi-square=

39.46

29.49

Critical Value Necessary at .05 Level=

12.59

5.99

df=6

was statistically

si~1ificant.

X 2

df=2
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Training For Teachers and Administrators
There was close agreement between district superintendents and teacher representatives regarding teachers
obtaining special training in order to more effectively
engage in policy formation.

Board presidents shared a simi-

lar feeling; however, a substantial percent of the responddents felt that teachers should not obtain special training.
Table 17 ind5.cates that the groups differed significantly.
TABLE 17.-Should Teachers Obtain Special Training in Order
to More Effectively Engage in
Policy Formation?
yes

YES

no

NO

Respondents
N

%

N

%

N

%

N

%

Board
President::.:

23

17.8

53

41.1

34

26.4

19

14.7

District
Superintendents

56

28.6

97

49.5

33

16.8

10

5.1

Teacher
Representatives

58

33.0

90

51.1

21

11.9

7

4.0

3 X4

3 X 2

Calculated chi-square=

30.98

26.70

Critical Value Necessary at .05 Level=

12.59

5.99

df=6

df=2

Board presidents, district superintendents and
teacher representatives agreed that the superintendent should
obtain special training in order to more effectively engage
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in negotiations.

District superintendents felt very keenly

that this special training is necessary.

Teacher repre-

scntatives did not respond in the affirmative as they did in
regards to teachers obtaining special training.

An incon-

sistency on the part of teacher represe:ntati ves vli th respect
to special training in order to more effectively engage in
negotiations seems very evident.

Although there is agree-

ment on the part of each set of respondents, the difference
between the groups was statistically significant, as shown
in Table 18.
TABLE 18.-Should the Local District Superintendent Obtain
Special Training in Order to More
Effectively Engage in Negotiations?

-

---

yes

YES

no

NO

Respondents
N

%

N

%

N

%

N

%

49

37.4

54

41.2

16

12.2

12

9.2

District
Superintendents

109

55.6

69

35.2

10

5.1

8

4.1

Teacher
Representatives

57

33.7

61

36.1

24

14.2

27

Board
Presidents

16.0

3 X4

3 X2

Calculated chi-square=

34.14

25.79

Critical Value Necessary at .05 Level=

12.59

5.99

df=6

df=2
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Primary_ Duties of the Superintendent
Two groups, board presidents nnd district supcrin-·
tendents, agreed that the

prim~ry

duty of the superintendent

is not to act in the ·capacity of agent for the teachers in
striving for policies necessary for the operation of the
schools.

Teacher representatives v1ere nearly equally

divided on this question.

Board presidents felt more
~::his

strongly than superintendents that

responsibility of the superintendent.

is not the primary
Table 19 indicates a

TABLE 19.-Do You Consider the Primary Duty of the Superintendent as Acting in the Capacity of Agent for the Teachers
in Striving for Policies Necessary for
the Operation of the Schools?

yes

YES

no

NO

Respondents
N

%

N

%

N

%

N

96

7

5.3

15

11.3

35

26.3

76

57.1

District
Superintendents

ll

5.6

61

31.0

56

28.4

69

35.0

Teacher
Representatives

22

12.4

69

39.0

41

23.2

45

25.4

Board
Presidents

3 X 4

3

Calculated chi-square=

50.03

39.84

Critical Value Necessary at .05 Level=

12.59

5.99

df=6

X 2

df=2

statistj_cally significant difference between the three groups.
School board presidents and

di~trict

superintendents
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Tesponded identically in the affirmative that the primary
duty of the superintendent was that of acting in the capacity of agent for the school board in carrying out board
policies.

These two groups were quite emphatic in their

affirmative responses.

Teacher representatives were divided

on the question although a substantial percentage of the
teacher representatives responded in the affirmative.
TABLE 20.-Do You Consider the Primary Duty of the Superintendent as Acting in the Capacity of Agent for the School
Board in Carrying Out Board Policies?
-

yes

YES

no

NO

Respondents
N

%

N

%

N

%

93

69.9

34

25.9

3

2.3

3

2.3

District
Superintendents

129

65.2

60

30.3

5

2.5

4

2.0

Teacher
Representatives

56

31.6

67

37.9

33

18.6

21

11.9

Board
Presidents

%

N

3 X 4

3 X 2

Calculated chi-square=

88.14

66.30

Critical Value Necessary at .05 Level=

12.59

5.99

d£=6

df=2

Table 20 shows that teacher representatives had considerably
less intense feeling concerning this issue.

The analysis in-

dicated a statistically significant difference.
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Should Boards Be Required to Negotiate?
Agreement existed between the three groups that the
dist;rict school boards should "9e required to negotiate with
teachers regarding salaries.

Teacher representatives felt

much more strongly concerning this issue, although board
presidents and

distric~

superintendents responded in the

affirmative at a very high rate, as shown in Table 21.

Only

TABLE 21.-In Your Opinion, Should District School Boards be
Required to Negotiate with Teachers
Regarding Salaries?

-yes

YES

no

NO

Respondents
N

%

%

N

N

%

N

%

·Board
Presidents

47

35.3

58

43.6

13

9.8

15

11.3

District
Superintendents

110

55.8

66

33.5

15

7.6

6

3.0

Teacher
Representatives

167

94.9

4

2.3

2

l.l

3

1.7

Calculated chi-square=
Critical Value Necessary at .05 Level=

3 X4

3 X2

132.77

26.35

12.59

5.99

df=6

df=2

five teacher representatives believed that boards should not
be required to negotiate with teachers regarding salaries.
The difference between groups was statis-tically significant.
Consistent with the responses in Table 21, the three
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groups agreed in the matter of school boards being required
to negotiate with teachers regarding working conditions, as
shovm in Table 22.

Teacher representatives responded at the

same rate to the que:;;"t_}ons in Table 21 and 22.

Although a

TABLE 22.-In your Opinion, Should District School Boards be

Required to Negotiate with Teachers Regarding
Working Conditions?

YES

yes

Respondents

no

NO

I

N

%

N

%

N

%

N

%

Board
Presidents

24

17.9

64

47.8

19

14.2

27

20.1

District
Superintendents

57

29.1

91

46.4

37

18.9

11

5.6

Teacher
Representatives

163

92.1

9

5.1

2

1.1

3

1.7

I

Calculated chi-square=
Critical Value Necessary at .05 Level=

3 X4

3 X 2

235.14

53.17

12.59

5.99

df=6

d£=2

majority of the three groups believed tnat the boards should
be required to negotiate with teachers regarding working conditions, teacher representatives felt much more strongly concerning the question.

A substantial percentage of board

presidents and district superintendents responded to the
questions negatively.

A statistically significant difference

between groups was established.
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The Superintendent's Representative Role
Board presi.dents and district superintendents agreed,
that during collect.L ve negotiations, superintendents should
not represent and be spokesman for the teachers and serve
their interests.

A majority of teacher representatives

responded in like manner.·

There was a substantial number of

affirmative responses by teacher representatives and superintendants.

The difference between the groups was statistic-

ally significant, as

sho~m

in Table 23.

TABLE 23. -When Engaging in Collecti-ve Nego·ciations Should the
District Superintendent Represent and be Spokesman
For the Teachers and Serve Their Interests?
·~;.c:==

yes

YES

no

NO

Respondents
N

%

N

%

N

%

Board
Presidents

3

2.2

7

5.2

9

6.7

115 85.8

District
Superintendents

1

0.5

23

11.6

29

14.6

146 73.4

Teacher
Representatives

11

6.2

41

23.2

17

9.6

108 61.0

%

N

3 X 4

3 X2

Calculated chi-square=

41.10

31.49

Critical Value Necessary at .05 Level=

12.59

5.99

df:::6

df=2

Board presidents and district superintendents were
nearly equally divided on the question of whether the
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superin·tendent should represent and be the spokesman for the
board and serve its purpose, as shown in 1'able

Barely a

2L1-.

TABLE 2L1-. -\·rnen Engaging in Collect.i ve Negotiations Should the
District Superintendent Represent and be the Spokesman
for the Board and Serve Its Interest?
YES

yes

no

NO

Respondents
N

%

N

%

N

%

N

%

Board
Presidents

50

37.3

22

16.4

10

7.5

52

38.8

District
Superintendents

4L~

22.1

63

31.7

19

9.5

73

36.7

Teacher
Representatives

15

8.5

54

30.5

21

11.9

87

49.2

3 X 4

3 X 2

Calculated chi-square=

L~3. 00

10.09

Critical Value Necessary at .05 Level=

12.59

5.99

df=6
df=2
majority of board presidents and district superintendents
believed that he should.

Teacher representatives, to a

much greater degree than the other two groups, believed that
the superintendent should not represent and be spokesman for
the board.

A significant difference was computed.

The three groups agreed closely that the superintenddent should not represent and be spokesman for both the
teachers and the board in negotiations.

These findings are

very consistent with those reported in Table 10.
majority of the three groups believed that it is

The
n2._~

p1ssible

78
for the superintendent to represent both the interests of the
teachers and the board; likewise, Table 25 shows that the
TABLE 25.-v!hen Engaging in Collective Negotiations Should the
District Superintendent Represent and be the Spokesman
for Both the Teachers and the Board?
YES

yes

NO

no

Respondents

N

%

N

%

N

%

N

%

8

6.1

26

19.7

10

7.6

88

66.7

District
Superintendents

27

13.8

43

c..'"1 • 9

25

12.8 101

51.5

Teacher
Representatives

24

13.6

35

19.8

9

5.1 109

61.6

Board
Presidents

3 X4

3 X 2

Calculated chi-square=

15.03

3.71

Critical Value Necessary at .05 Level=

12.59

5.99

df=6

df=2

majority of the three responding groups do not feel that thG
superintendent should represent and be spokesman for both the
teachers and the board.

The groups did not diffAr signifi-

cantly.
Supplying of Information By the Superintendent
District superintendents and board presidents aereed
~:t

a very high and similar rate, Table 26, that the superin-

tendent should supply information to the board on his own
initiative when involved in negotiations.

Although a
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majority of teacher representatives responded affirmatively,
the intensity of negative responses was significantly
different between the groups.

Board presidents and district

superintendents were more keen in their feelings that the
superintendent should supply· information to boards on his
own initiative.

Differences were sign.ificant.

TABLE 26.-When Engaging in Collective Negotiations Should
the District Superintendent Supply Information
to the Board on His Own Initiative?

YES

Respondents

N

yes
%

no

NO

N

%

N

%

N

%

Board
Presidents

98 74.2

25

18.9

2

1.5

7

5.3

District
Superintendents

127 63.8

56

28.1

4

2.0

12

6.0

Teacher
Representatives

47 26.7

74

42.0

22

12.5

±8.8

3 X4

3 X 2

Calculated chi-square=

94.69

48.64

Critical Value Necessary at Q05 Level=

12.59

5.99

d£=6
A

ba~e

df=2

majority of the district superintendents and

a majority of teacher representatives responded affirmatively that the superintendent should supply infonaation to the
teachers on his own initiative during collective negotiations.

A large majority of board presidents, however, re-

sponded that superintendents should not supply information
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to the teachers on his own initiative, as indicated in Table
27.

A statistically significant difference was found.

TABLE 27.-When Engaging in Collective Negotiations Should
the District Superintendent Supply Information to the
Teachers on His,Own Initiative?

Respondents

NO

no

yes

YES
N

<Jo

N

%

N

%

N

'Jo

Board
Presidents

16

12.1

26

19.7

29

22.0

61

46.2

District
Superintendents

36

18.2

66

33.3

39

19.7

57

28.8

Teacher
Representatives

L~2

23.9

74

42.0

24

13.6

36

20.5

-

Calculated chi-square=
Critical Value Necessary at .OS Level=

3 X 4

3 X2

37.16

35.09

12.59

5.99

df=6

df=2

Both groups, superintendents and teacher representatives, similarly believed that the superintendent should
supply information to both teachers and the board on his own
initiative when engaging in collective negotiations.

Board

presidents, on the other hand, believed that the superintendent should not supply information to both teachers and
the board, although substantial affirmative responses were
made.

A statistically significant difference \vas establish-

ed, as shown in Table 28.
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TABLE 28.-When Engaging in Collective Negotiations Should the
District Superintendent Supply Information to Both
Teachers and Board on His Ovm Initiative?
-··

yes

YES

no

NO

Respondents
N

%

N

%

N

%

N

%

Board
Presidents

22

16.7

33

25.0

20

15.2

57

43.2

District
Superintendents

54

27.4

72

36.5

24

12.. 2

47

23.9

Teacher
Representatives

51

29.0

74

42.0

19

10.8

32

18.2

Calculated chi-square=
Critical Value Necessary at .05 Level=

~
12.59
df=6

3 X2
28.75
5.99
df=2

Table 29 shows almost perfect agreement bet\'reen the
groups.

The vast majority indicated that the administrator,

when engaging in collective negotiations, should supply information to the board upon its request.

The difference

among the groups was not significant.
Teacher representatives, superintendents and board
presidents agreed that the chief administrator should, while
engaging in collective negotiations, supply information to
the teachers upon their request, as indicated in Table 30.
A significant difference in degree of belief was found, however, wlth teacher representatives

beL~g

somewhat more

emphatic in their affirmative responses than superintendents
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TABLE 29.-When Engaging in Collective Negotiations Should
the Dlstrict Superintendent Supply Information
to the Board Upon Its Request?
yes

YES

no

NO

Respondents

io

N

N

%

%

N

N

%

Board
Presidents

118 88.7

10

7.5

2

1.5

3

2.3

District
Superintendents

178 89.4

18

9.0

1

0.5

2

l.O

Teacher
Representatives

135 76.7

33

18.8

3

1.7

5

2.8

..

Calculated chi-square=
Critical Value Necessary at .05

Level~

3 X 4

3 X 2

15.43
12.59
d£=6

3.04
5.99
d£=2

TABLE 30.-When Engaging in Collective Negotiations Should
the District Superintendent Supply Information
to the Teachers Upon Their Request?

YES
N

yes

%

no

NO

N

%

N

%

N

%

Board
Presidents

43 32.1

50

37.3

22

16.4

19

14.2

District
Superintendents

89 44.7

87

43.7

7

3.5

16

8.0

Teacher
Representatives

129 73.7

37

21.1

4

2.3

5

2.9

Calculated chi-square=
Critical Value Necessary at .05 Level=

3 X 4

3 X 2

82.93
12.59
df=6

42.06
5.99
d£=2
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but considerably more emphatic in affirmative responses
than board presidents.
Consistent with the findings reported in Tables 29
and 30, the groups agreed in the affirmative that the superintendent should supply information to both teachers and
boards upon their request.

Table 31 reveals the strong

TABLE 31.-When Engaging in Collective Negotiations Should the
District Superintendent Supply Information to Both
Teachers and Board Upon Their Request?
yes

YES
Respondents

I

no

NO

%

N

%

N

%

N

%

44

33.3

55

41.'7

12

9.1

21

15.9

District
Superintendents

104

52.3

72

36.2

10

5.0

13

6.5

Teacher
Representatives

133 175.6

33

18.8

5

2.8

5

2.8

N
Board
Presidents

3 X4

3

Calculated chi-square=

62.54

25.47

Critical Value Necessary at .05 Level=

12.59

5.99

df=6

X 2

df=2

attitude held by superintendents and teacher representatives.
Board presidents did not reflect the strong affirmative
feelings that the other tvm groups held in this matter.

This

difference between the groups was statistically significant.
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Recommendations of Alternatives
There was considerable agreement between board presidents and district superintendents with
regards to the super_.,,
intendent recommending al terna·ti ves for the board to offer to
teachers.

This agreement was in the affirmative, as indi-

cated in Table 32.

Although there was general agreement on

TABLE 32.-\Vhen Engaging in Collective Negotiations Should
the District Superintendent Recommend Alternatives
for the Board to Offer to Teachers?
I

YES

yes

no

NO

Respondents
N

%

N

%

92

69.2

35

26.3

2

1.5

4

3.0

District
Superintendents

141

70.9

52

26.1

2

1.0

4

2.0

Teacher
Representatives

56

32.2

64

36.8

lit

8.0

40

23.0

Board
Presidents

%

N

%

N

3 X 4

3 X 2

Calculated chi-square=

99.31

75.83

Critical Value Necessary at .05 Level=

12.59

5.99

df=6

d.f=2

this question by teacher representatives and the other two
groups, considerable dissimilarity existed in degree of intensity between the teacher representatives and the board
president-Enlperintendent unity.

This difference between

groups was statistically significant.
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There was general agreement between teacher representati ves and dic;tr.Lct superintendents that chief school
aclrninistrators, when engaging in collective negotiations,
should recommend alternatives
the board.

±~or

the teacher to request of

This feeling was reflected by a majority of the

teacher representatives and superintendents as shown in
Table 33.

A highly negative response was offered by board

TABLE 33.-When Engaging In Collective Negotiations Should
the District Superintendent Recommend AJ:ternati ves
for the Teachers to Request of the Board?

yes

YES

NO

no

Respondents
N

%

N

%

N

%

N

%

Board
Presidents

13

9.8

26

19.5

25

18.8

69

51.9

District
Superintendents

31

15.7

77

38.9

25

12.6

65

32.8

Teacher
Representatives

38

21.8

63

36.2

22

12.6

51

29.3

3 X 4

3

Calculated chi-square=

31.15

28.73

Critical Value Necessary at .05 Level=

12.59

5.99

df=6

X 2

df=2

presidents, who did not believe that superintendents should
recommend alternatives for the teachers to request of the
board.

A statistically significant difference vJas found.
Consistent v1i th the findings reported in Table 33, a

majority of superintendents and teacher representatives
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believed that superintendents, during collective negotiations should recommend a.lterrwtives for both the teachers
and the board.

A majority of board presidents, however,

believed that this duality of service should not materialize.
Table 34 shows that a significant difference does exist.
TABLE 34.-When Engaging In Collective Negotiations Should
the District Superintendent Recommend Alternatives
for Both the Teachers and the Board?

yes

YES

!

no

NO

Respondents

Board
Presidents
District
Superintendents
Teacher
Representatives

N

%

N

%

N

%

N

%

15

11.5

42

32.1

17

13.0

57

43.5

47

23.9

88

44.7

23

11.7

39

19.8 .

50

28.7

65

37.4

23

13.2

36

20.7

;

Calculated chi-square=

33.94

3 X 2
23.45

Critical Value Necessary at .05 Level=

12.59

5.99

3 X 4

df=6

df=2

between board presidents on the one hand and teacher representatives and superintendents on the other.
The Superintendent's Participation
~n Negotiations
There was considerable agreement among board presidents and superintendents that district superintendents

should not stay out of negotiations until an impasse is
reached, as shown in Table 35.

There was also agreement,

TABLE 35.-Should the District Superintendent Stay Out of
Negotiations Until an Impasse
Is Reached?
,.
YES

yes

no

NO

Respondents
N

%

Board
Presidents

18

13.6

District
Superintendents

12

Teacher
Repr.esentatives

25

fo

N

%

N

%

7

5.3

23

17.4

84

53.6

6.1

26

13.2

22

11.2 137

69.5

14.5

33

19.1

25

14.5

90

52.0

N

3 X 4

3 X2

Calculated chi-square=

24.76

12.81

Critical Value Necessary at .OS Level=

12.59

5.99

df=6

df=2

although to a lesser degree, among teacher representatives
that superintendents should not stay out of collective negotiations until an impasse is reached.

Although close agree-

ment was reached, there was sufficient dissimilarity in
degree of response to establish a significant difference.
Similar to the findings reported in Table 35, board
presidents and superintendents responded that superintend·ents should not stay completely out of negotiations bet·ween
the board and the teachers.

Superintendents had stronger

negative feelings to the present question than they had in
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rcspond.ing to the question in Table 35.

Teacher representa--

tives had stronger affirmative responses to the present
question, 1'able 36, than to the one in Table 35.

The

TABLE 36.-Should the District Superintendent Stay Completely
Out of Negotiations Bet\·Ieen the
Board and the Teachers?

YES

yes

Respondents

I

NO

no

%

N

%

N

%

12

9.2

21

16.0

85

64.9

6.1

16

8.1

18

9.1 152

76.8

23.3

24

13.6

31

N

%

N

Board
Presidents

13

9.9

District
Superintendents

12

Teacher
Representatives

41

17.6

L~s.

80

3 X4

3 X 2

Calculated chi-square=

45.69

28.84

Critical Value Necessary at .05 Level=

12.59

5.99

df=6

5

df=2

difference between groups vras statistically significant.
Professional Affiliation
School Board presidents and teacher representatives
generally agreed that school a&ninistrators should continue
to affiliate with the National Education Association through
the American Association of School Administrators, as shown
in Table 37.

Superintendents, conversely, responded that

they should not continue to affiliate with the National
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Education Association.

Although board presidents responded

affirillativcly, superintendents and board presidents were
close!' together in belief on this issue when compared to
teacher representatives.

A statistically significant

difference was found.
'rABLE 37. -Should School Administrators Continue to Affiliate
\'lith the National Educa·tion Association Through the
American Association of School Administrators?
YES

yes

no

NO

Responr:::nts

%~

%

N

%

N

%

N

Board
Presidents

26

20.2

42

32.6

22

11.1

39

30.2

District
Superintendents

40

20.4

44

22.4

35

17.9

77

39.3

Teacher
Representatives

94

55.0

42

24.6

10

5.8

25

14.6

3 X 4

3 X 2

Calculated chi-square=

76.09

52.49

Critical Value Necessary at .05 Level=

12.59

5.99

df=6

df=2

Securing an Advisor for Ne__g_otiations
Two groups, superintender...ts and board presidents,
agreed at a very similar rate that school boards should hire
someone other than the superintendent -· a person outside of
education - to serve as advisor in negotiations.

A stlb-

stantial number of respondents representative of these groups
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did feel that an "outside" advisor should not be hired for
negotiations.

A slim majority of teDc.ber representatives

indicated disapproval at hiring someone outside of education
to advise in the process of negotiations.
are reflected in Table 38.

These feelings

Teacher representatives were

TABLE 38.-Do You Think the Board of Education Should Hire
Someone Other Than the SuperinL:ndent Hho Is Not
An Educator to Serve as Adv5. sor in Negotiations?

yes

YES

no

NO

Respondents
N

%

N

%

N

%

N

%

Board
Presidents

48

36.1

44

33.1

22

16.5

19

lf+. 3

District
Superintendents

79

39.7

62

31.2

23

11.6

35

17.6

Teacher
Representatives

40

22.9

43

24.6

27

15.4

65

37.1

3 X 4
3 X
----1---·

Calculated chi-square=
Critical Value Necessary at .OS Level=

34.10

25.36

12.59

5.99

df=6
nearly equally divided on this question.

2

df=2

A statistically

significant difference was found.
The three groups were generally agreeable on the
question of whether the board of

educc:~tion

should enlist the

aid of another educator to serve as advisor in negotiations.
Table 39 reveals that a statistically significant difference
did not exist between the groups.
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TABLE 39. -Do You Thinl'.: the Board of Education Should Enlist
the Aid of Another Educator (e.g., an A~~inistrative
Assistant) to Serve as Advisor in Negotiations?
no

yes

YES

NO

Respondents
N

%

N

%

N

%

N

%

Board
Presidents

20

15.0

33

24.8

29

21.8

51

38.3

District
Superintendents

35

17.6

58

29.1

3L~

17.1

72

36.2

Teacher
Representatives

20

11.6

49

28.5

33

19.2

70

40. 7

3 X 4

3 X 2

4.21

2.23

12.59

5.99

Calculated chi-square=
Critical Value Necessary at .05 Level=

df=6
It~ms

df=2

Sub,ject to Negotiations

Fourteen questions were concerned with items which
personally affected teachers and i terns of a curri.cular
nature.

Respondents were asked to react to the representa-

tive role o£ the superintendent regarding them.
Board presidents, vrith a majority of responses, in
regard to contract salaries, felt that the superintendent
should represent the board of education.

District superin-

tendents had mixed feelings on this issue, as indicated in
Table 40.

Approximately 50 percent of the superintendents

responded that they should represent the board of education,

TABLE 40.-With Regard to Contract Salaries, \{hom Should the Superintendent Represent?

Board

Teachers
Respondents

Neither

Both

%

N

N

'f.,o

12.0

1

0.8

18

9.1

0

0.0

88

50.0

3

1.7

N

N

%

N

%

Board
Presidents

0

0.0

95

71.4

21

15.8

16

District
Superintendents

1

0.5

97

49.2

81

41.1

Teacher
Representatives

13

7.4

22

12.5

50

28. 4.

;

Critical Value Necessary at .05 Level=

%

I

I

Calculated chi-square=

Not
Negotiable

182.67
15.51
df=8

'-.0

N
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whereas,

L~l

percent responded that they should represent

both teachers and the board.

Half of the teacher represen-

tatives felt that the superLntendent shoul<.l not represent
either group.

Respondents, 28.4 percent, felt that the

superintendent should represent both groups.

A statisti-

cally significant difference bet\veen groups \vas found.
Consistent with the findings in Table 40, school
board presidents, referring to extra duty pay, in Table 41,
feel that the superintendent should represent the board of
education in this matter.

Superintendents, like\vise re-

sponded at a rate of 48.2 percent that they should represent
the board and 42.6 percent responded that they should represent both groups.

Teacher representatives have mixed feel-

ings, although the largest group of respondents believe that
superintendents should not represent either group.

Differ-

ences in responses bet\veen groups \vere statistically
significant.
Sabattical leave policy \vas deemed to be negotiable
by board presidents, superintendents, and teacher representatives.

Responses concerning this matter were consistent

with those reported above in that the majority of board
presidents favor the superintendent to represent the board,
as shmm in Table 42.

Superintendents again have mixed

feelings \vherein the larger portion of respondents prefer to
represent the board, and a smaller but significant percentage of respondents favor representing both teachers and
the board.

Teacher representatives have varied feelings

TABLE 41.-With Regard to Extra Duty Pay, Whom Should the Superintendent Represent?

Board

Teachers

Both

Not
Negotiable

Neither

Respondents
N

%

N

Board
Presidents

3

2.2

92

68.7

25

District
Superintendents

4

2o0

95

48o2

Teacher
Representatives

33

18.9

20

11.4

I

~------~----

N

%

N

%

18.7

10

7.5

4

3.0

84

42.6

12

6.1

2

1.0

51

29.1

69

39.4

2

lol

%

-----

Calculated chi-square=
Critical Value Necessary at .05 Level=

%

N

----

--~

---

-

---

-

-

---

191.37
15.51
df=8

1..0

+"-

TABLE 42.-With Regard to Sabbatical Leave Pay, Whom Should the Superintendent Represent?

-

----~----

Teachers

Board

Both

Respondents

---

Not
Negotiable

Neither

I

Board
Presidents

N

%

3

2.2

N

88

·%

N

65.7

27

%

N

%

20.1

8

6.0

N

%

8

6.0

~

District
Superintendents

4

2.0

I 93

47.2

78

.39.6

14

7.1

8

4.1

Teacher
Representatives

30

17.0

20

11.4

51

29.0

73

41.5

2

l.l

Calculated chi-square=
Critical Value Necessary at .05 Level=

186.12
15.51
d£=8

;.0

l/1
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about the representative role of the superintendent in negotiations.

The largest group again prefers that the superin-

tendent did not represent neither the board nor the teachers.

The difference in belief was statistically significant.
With regards to sick leave policy, both groups

affirmed the fact that it was a negotiable item.

Table 43

indicates that teacher representatives, superintendents, and
board presidents hold the same feeling about the superintendent's representative role concerning

sick leave policy

as they did tovrard his role in sabbatical leave policy.

The

difference in belief was statistically significant •
. All three groups of respondents felt that the nwnber
of !1ours teaching is negotiable; however, a much larger percentage of board presidents

~d

superintendents than teacher

representatives .felt that it is not negotiable.

The major-

ity of board presidents felt that the superintendent should
represent the board vii th regard to number of hours teaching,
as shown in Table 44.

The greatest percentage of superin-

tendents felt that superintendents should represent the
board on this issue.

Teacher representatives had mixed

feelings, ranging from superintendents representing both
teachers and the board, neither group, and the teachers.
This difference betv1een groups \'Tas statistically significant.
Although board presidents and superintendents felt
that class size should be subject to negotiations,

3L~.3

per-

cent of the board presidents, 39.1 percent of the superintendents and 3. 4 percen·t of the ·teacher representatives

TABLE 43.-With Regard to Sick Leave, whom Should the Superintendent Represent?

~

Teachers

..

Board

I

Both

Respondents

Board
Presidents

N

%

N

2

1.5

89

N

·%

66.4

30

%

22.4

Neither

I

~~%
10

7.5

Not

Negotic::.ble
N

%

.3

2.2

'

I

District
Superintendents

3

1.5

93

47.4

78

39.8

15

7.7

7

3.6

Teacher
Representatives

31

17.7

23

13.1

55

31.4

63

36.0

3

1.7

- - - - - - --- -------

-

--·

·-

Calculated chi-square=
Critical Value

Neces~ary

160.74
at .05 Level=

15.51
df=8

\.0
-.....!

TABLE 44.-With Regard to Number of Hours Teaching, Whom Should the Superintendent
Represent?

-------~---

-----

--

-

-

-

------.

-----

-

---

- - - --

--------------

-

-----

I

I

Teachers

Board

Both

Not
Negotiable

Neither

Respondents

%

01

19.4

4

3.0

63

32.1

6

58

33.0

50

%

N

1

0.7

79

59.0

26

District
Superintendents

1

0.5

91

46.4

Teacher
Representatives

44

25.0

21

11.9

Board
Pre.sidents

-----------

---

-

---

--

---------

--- --

--

-

-

---

-

-

Calculated chi-square=
Critical Value Necessary at . 05 l.evel=

N

--

Of

N

N

-

10

- -

- -

N

/o

---

%

24

17.9

3.1

35

17.9

28.4

3

1.7

---

-

I

218.81
15.51
df=8

o._!)

co
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believed this item not to be negotiable.

Table 45 illus-

trates that the largest percentage of board presidents felt
that the superintendent should represent the board in
matters of class size; 17.9 percent favored representation
of both the teachers and the board.

Superintendents favored

board representation, followed by representation of teachers
and the board of education.

Teacher representatives re-

flected no majority opinion on this issue with opinions
spread across the spectrum of categories.

The difference

betv1een groups was statistically significant.
Duties other than teaching '>vere held to be negotiable by the three groups.

Board presidents and superintend-

ents held similar vie\vs regarding the representative role of
the superintendent with regard to duties other than teaching.
Table 46 shows that teacher representatives would prefer to
have the superintendent represent both the teachers and the
board or neither group - another small group of teacher representative respondents favored the superintendent representing the teachers.
represent the board.

Superintendents were more inclined to
Another large group of superintendent

respondents favored representing both teachers and the
board.

A significant difference was found between groups.
Out of the total number of respondents, 21.6 percent

of the board presidents, 34.5 percent of the superintendents
and 3.4 percent of the teacher representatives felt that
teaching assigrunents should not be subject to negotiations.
It is illustrated, Table 47, that for those who believe this

TABLE

45.-\~ith

Regard to Class Size,

-~~-~-~-·-~-

-

-

--

-

-- -- -- -- -

~lliom

---

---~-

Should the Superintendent Represent?

------~

Teachers

-

-------~------~---

Board

Both

-------

Neither

.I

-

Not
Negotiable

Respondents

Board
Presidents

N

%

N

l

0.7

59

I

%

N

44.0

24

%

N

%

17. 0

4

3.0

"I.
.o

N

46

34.3

'

I
I

District
Superintendents

2

1.0

70

35.5

43

21.8

5

2.5

77

39.1

Teacher
Representatives

48

27.3

15

8.5

59

33.5

48

27.3

6

3.4

~~----

Calculated chi-square=
Critical Value Necessary at .05 Level=

--

- ---

-

-

-

241.38
15.51

df=8

1-'

0
0

TABLE 46.-With Regard to Duties Other Than Teaching, Whom Should the Superinte11dent
Represent?

-

----------------~-----~-

Teachers

Board

Board
Presidents

%

1

0.7

0

N

77

N

%

57.5

34

II

aL

tO

25.4

N

I

8

-

Not
Negotiable

Neither

Both

Respondents
N

--

%

N

6.0

14

10.4

%

'

District
Superintendents

l

0 • .5

87

44.4

72

36.7

7

3.6

29

14.8

Teacher
Representatives

35

20.0

24

13.7

60

34.3

52

29.7

4

2.3

------------

Calculated chi-square=
Critical Value Necessary at .05 Level=

---------

-

..

-

176.18
15.51
df=8

~__,

0
!-'
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i·tern to be negotj_nble, the majority of board presidents
felt that the superintendent should represent the board.
Superintendents were split on this issue; however, the rnajeri ty of those who felt this is a

negot~~ab1e

item felt

that superintendents should represent the board.

A..."'1.other

group of superintendent respondents felt that they should
represent both the teachers and the board.
teacher representatives

vTere

The beliefs of

fairly evenly distributed

among the four responses of teachers, board, both, and neither.

A significant difference was .found between groups.
The three groups - board presidents, superintend-

ents, and teacher representatives - agreed that retirement
age should be subject to negotiation, as indicated in
Table 48.

Twenty-five percent of the board presidents and

twenty-three percent of the superintendents felt that this
issue is not negotiable.

Teacher representatives beliefs

were fairly evenly distributed among "teachers" and "board. 11
The majority of those who feel that retirement age is a
negotiable item believe that the superintendent should represent neither the teachers nor the board.

Board presidents

and superintendents were equally in agreement that the
superintendent's representative role should favor the board.
Likewise, both groups had a significant belief that the
superintendent should represent both the board and the
teachers.

The difference vms statistically significant.

Although the three groups agreed that team teaching
should be subject to negotiation[5, 2.4.8 percent of the board

TABLE 47.-With Regard to Teaching Assigrunents, Whom Should the Superintendent Represent?
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presidents and 28.9 percent of the superintendents believed
this matter not to be negotiable.

Only 5.1 percent of the

teacher representatives did not feel team teaching is a
negotiable item.

Table 49 illustrates that the largest

percentage of board presidents and superintendents felt that
the superintendent should represent both the board and the
teachers.

It further illustrates that the lillljority of the

teacher representatives feel that the representative role of
the superintendent should be for the teacher group.

Group

differences were statistically significant.
Modular scheduling was recognized as a negotiable
issue,. although sigt1.ificant respondents clearly negated
unaminity in this regard.

Table 50 shm·7S that superintend-

ents were more intense than board presidents and teacher
representatives in their feeling that the superintendent
should represent both teachers and the board in negotiating
modular scheduling.

Teacher representatives also had strong

beliefs that the superintendent should represent teachers
only on this negotiation issue.

The groups differed

significantly.
Tracking or Ability Grouping \vas considered a negotiable issue by the three groups of respondents.
icant

nL~ber

of board presidents and

A signif-

superintendent~

be-

lieved that tracking or ability grouping is not negotiable.
Of those beLieving tracking or ability grouping to be negotiable, most respondents represc:nting board presidents and
superintendents felt that the superintendent should

TABLE 49.-With Regard to Team Teaching, Whom Should the Superintendent Represent?
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Teachers
Respondents
N

'j~

Neither

Both

Board
N

%

N

Not
Negotiable

%

N

lo

N

%

I

13

9.8

39

29.3

46

34.6

1

0.8

34

25.6

District
Superintendents

4

2.0

33

16.8

91

46.2

8

4.1

61

31.0

Teacher
Representatives

65

36.9

13

7.4

66

37.5

24

13.6

8

4.5

Board
Presidents

Calculated chi-square=
Critical Value Necessary at .05 Level=

155.86
15.51
d£=8

1--

0
-.....!

108
·represent the teachers and the board as illustrated in
Table 51.

Teacher representatives shared a similar view.

In addition, teacher representatives, 39.2 percent, believed
that the superintendent should represent the teachers.
Group differences were statistically significant.
Regarding ungracling or non-grading, the three groups
affirmed the fact that it is a negotiable matter.

Table 52

indicates that teacher representatives and board presidents
held the same feeling about the superintendent's representative role concerning ungrading or non-grading.

They believe

he should represent both the teachers and the board on this
matter.

Board presidents held similar views - superintend-

ents should represent both teachers and the board.

A

significant percentage of board presidents also believe that
the superintendent should represent the board only.

The

groups differed significantly.
The use of lay readers and teacher aides was deemed
to be negotiable by the board presidents,

super~ntendents

and teacher representatives, a.3 shown in Table 53.
responses prevailed on this issue.

Mixed

The majority of teacher

representatives and superintendents responded that the
superintendent should represent both th12 teachers and the
board when negotiating the use of lay readers and teacher
aides.

School board presidents felt that superintendents

should primarily represent the board on this issue and
secondarily, represent both the teachers and the board.
statistically significant difference was found.

A

TABLE 51.-With Regard to Tracking or Ability Grouping, Whom Should the Superintendent
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TABLE 53.-Hith. Regard to Use of Lay Readers and Teacher Aides, Hhom Should the
Superintendent Represent?
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CHAPTER V
SUMNARY, FINDINGS,

CO~CLUSIONS,

li.ND RECOrtMENDATIONS

In this chapter, a summary, findings, conclusions,
and recommendations \vith regard to this dissertation are presented.
The primary purpose of this study was to compare the
attitudes and opinions of school board presidents, district
superintendents, and teacher representatives in selected
school districts of New Jersey and Eastern Pennsylvania concerning the role of the superintendent in the process of
collective negotiatioYtS.

The study determined \vhether board

presidents, dis!.·. .:..·ict superintendents, and teacher representatives perceived the role of the superintendent in collective
negotiations differently.
Right to bargain legislation for teachers has caused
board members, superinte:ndents and teachers to redefine the
parameters of their influence and power.

Changing relation-

ships among these three groups has resulted in conflicting
expectations ·L"egarding the appropriate role be:havior for the
superintendent involvC:d in the collective negotiations pro-·
cess.

The superintcnde:nt is caught on the one hand bet\veen

the board members who insist upon his allegiance, and on the
other hand by 1:eachcrs who expect his allegiance.

As evidenced by this study and the \'Jritings of

ll2

experts in tho. field, there is nmch confusion in the assignment and execution of the superintendent's role in the
negotiation process.

Much of this co~fJict is derived from

the national organizations.
Professional negotiation became official National
Education Association policy at the Denver Convention in
July, 1962.

The resolution stated that "professional edu-

cation associations have the right to participate with boards
of education in the determination o:E policies of corrunon concern, and procedures to effect thio:: right must be through
educational and not labor channels."

The original statement

has been endorsed each year ~.vith little variation by the
National Education Association since that date.
The term "p;_·ofessional negotiation," as defined by
the National Education Association, is a set of procedures
written and officially ~dopted by the local teachers'
association and by the local school district board of education which provides an orderly method for the school board
and the local teachers' association to discuss matters of
mutual concern through professional channels, to reach agreement on these matters, and to establish educational channels
for mediation and appeal in the event of impasse.
Written profe:;sional negotiation procedures contain
the follovLi.ng basic elements: recognition, channels, negotiation agreement, and impasse.

These terms utili~~cl by tl-:e

National Education Association to describe professional
negotiation procedun~s have often been misunderstood.

The
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word "nc'gotiatc" h.::.ts a labor union connot.::ttion to many individuD.ls.

IL should be understood

~JY

all groups conce.mcd

\vith education that the local boc:.u:-d of education :is the
legally designated legislative'or deliberative body for
policy making, and is thus responsible for the ultimate
policy decision.

Decisions made by boards of education,

however, \vithout consulting those whom they affect have long
been regarded as undesirable.
During the past decade, teachers' orgo.nizations in
various states have sponsored legislation which requires
local school boards to negotiate \vith the designated teacher
representatives.

Such bills have been enacted into

la~.N

in

the states of California, Connecticut, Oregon, Michigan, New
Jersey, Pennsylvania, New York and a host of others.

At the

time of this '."Jriting, several thousand agreements for professional negotiation have been '.ldopted by school boards in
the United States.
Historically the National Labor Rf'lations Act of

1935 allowed private employees the right to collective bargaining but denied this right to public employees.

In 1.961,

the state of Wisconsin recognized, by law, the right of
public employees to organize and to bargain collectively
with employers.

In January, 1962, the late President John F.

Kennedy issued Executive Order #10988 giving federal employees thr2 right to collective bargaining (although strikes
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and an union shop .,,.,ere forbidden).

1

Other states passed

statutes authorizing and/or promoting collective bargaining
for state and public employees.
A nwnber of other factors added to the rapid rise of
collective or professional negotiations among teachers.
These factors include such things as the reduction of the
average age of the teaching profession and an increase in
the number of men entering the teaching profession.

Men,

who are often the sole support of their families, are more
aggressive in obtaining improvements in their personal and
professional welfare.

Today's teachers are better educated

and trained with fewer substandard credentials and more
advanced degrees.

Therefore, many teachers believe that

they are qualified to participate in policy decisions
which concern them.
Teacher militancy also has been a reason for emphasis
on negotiating.

Stinnett bore this out in an address to

secondary school principals when he stated " .... teachers have
become increasingly restive 1n recent years regarding their
lack of a greater voice in the determination of policies
under which they work and what they conside·~ as the economic
2
neglect of the public schools in an affluent society."

chestc~r M. Nolte, "Teachers Face Boards of Educatian
Across the Bar7aining Table Legally," The American School
Board Journal ,June, 1965), 10.
2r.M. Stinnett, "Professional Negotiation, Collectiv(
Bargaining, Sanctions and Strikes," Bulletin of the National
Association of Secondary School Principals (April, 1964), 3.
1
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Stinnett approves the negotiation approach ~mel views it as
merely a coope1~at.ivc venture.

lie views professional nego-

tiations " ... as a reaffinnalion and form.::d.ization of the
philosophy of staff relations \~~11 Lch have been accepted in
enlightened school districts for years," and " ... it is the
partnership approach, the cooperative ai.'pr.oach to policy
d eve ]_opment. "3
Purpos~

Under prevailing circumstances, most school district
boards of education and administrators are being placed in
the position of participating with teachers in fol~lized
negotiating procedure.

Within this framework, one of the

more complex problems is the identification of the proper
role of the superintendent in teacher negotiations.
extreme positions are often voiced.

T\·10

The first is that he be

chief negotiator representing only the board of education
in all its dealings with the staff.

The second is that he

be completely bypassed and have absoJ.utely no place in the
process of negotiations.
This study has sourl1t to determine differences in
the perceptions of three dis~

i:

_ct group~~ concerning the role

of the superintendent in professirHtal lH;,;otiations.

The

st..udy determined \,;hether school board presidents, district
superintendents and teacher representatives perceived the

3 Ibid., 3.
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role

o[

the superintendent in teacher negotiations dif-

ferently.
Procedure
The data for the study were obtained by the use of
a questionnaire \vhich \vas sent to the chosen respondents
in the two hundred and fifty selected school districts in
Ne\v Jersey and EasteTn Pennsylvania.

The four page instru-

ment contained sixty-four questions and wa.:> sent to two
hundred and fifty board presidents, two hundred and fifty
teacher representatives.

Completed questionnaires were

received from fifty-three percent of the board presidents,
seventy-nine percent of the district superintendents, and
seventy-one percent of the teacher representatives.
Treatment of the Data
Numbers and percentages of responses ·I:Jere computed
for each responden·..:. in the three major categories of school
board presidents, district superintendents, and teacher
representatives for each item included in the questionnaire.
A chi-square test was made on responses of each item to determine statistically significant differences betvJeen the
three groups in their perceptions of the situations studied.
Findings
Major findings of this study relate to four
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dimensions of the superintendent's role. in collective negotiations:

his role in policy formation, in policy execution,

in professional negotiations, and ln ncgot.iat:Lons on the
substantive issues involved.
Policy Formation
Board presidents, district superintendents, and
teacher ret?resentatives agreed strongly that superintendents
presently play a significant role in school district policy.
The three groups also agreed that the superintendent should
continue to play a significant role in district policy formation.
District superintendents and teache1.· representatives
agreed strongly and board presidents were somewhat equally
divided that policies relating directly to teacher welfare
should not be determined by the school board only.
t~1ree

The

groups agreed that the school board, with the assist-

ance of teac11ers and administrators, should determine school
district p.Jlicy relating directly to teacher welfare.
Board presidents and district superintendents agreed
that teachers and administrators should not determine teacher
welfare policies without board participation.

Teacher repre-

sentatives, hmvever, were more likely than board presidents
and district superintendents to believe that unilateral
policy determination by employees is acceptable.

The three

groups agreed that school district policies relating directly
to teacher welfare should not be determined by

tea~hers

only.

Teacher representatives were consistent in their responses
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regarding their bPlicfs that policies relating directly to
teacher \vclfare should be determined by boards and their
employees and not solely by the board only nor by the
teachers only.

An inconsistency by board presidents is revealed
concerning policy determination.

While a majori.ty believed

that policies not relating directly to teacher welfare
should be determined unilaterally by the board, sixty-three
percent believed that these same policies should be determined by the school board with teachers and adrn.inistrators
assisting.
With regard to school district policies not relating
directly to teacher \velfare, the three groups - board presidents, district superintendents and teacher representatives agreed that teachers and administrators should influence
non-welfare policies adopted by the board.
Policy Execution
The groups agreed that the primary duty of the
superintendent was not to act in the capacity of agent for
the teachers in striving for policies necessary for the
operation of the schools.

It was rather, that of acting as

agent for the school board in carrying out board policies.
Teacher representatives were somewhat inconsistent
in their beliefs concerning policy execution by the superintendent.

An overwhelming majority (69.5%) believed that

the primary duty of the superintendent was to act as agent
for the school board in carrying out board policies, yet
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51.4 percent of these same teacher representatives responded
that the primary duty of the superintendent was to act as
agent for teachers in striving for policies necessary for
the operation of the schools. '
Professional Negotiations
Board presidents, and teacher representatives agreed
very closely and a rna.jorit"J of district superintendents
responded that it is not possible for the superintendent to
represent both the interests of teachers and the board, when
engaging in negotiations.
Consistent with the finding that the primary duty of
the superintendent was that of acting in the capacity of
agent for the school board in carrying .out board policies,
the board presidents, district superintendents and teacher
representatives agreed that the superintendent cannot perform
both the functions of acting as agent for the board and as
agent for the teachers simultaneously. \vhen engaging in negotiations.

District superintendents, however, \vere more

inclined to feel that the superintendent can

perfo~Ln

both

the functions of acting as agent for the board and as agent
for the teachers simultaneously.
Further consistency was revealed when the groups
agreed overwhelmingly that, \vhen engaging in negotiations,
a conflict of interests does exist in the dual role of the
superintendent in representing both teachers and the board.
Teacher representatives, district superintendents
and board presidents agreed conclusively that the local
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superintendent should obtain special training in order to
more effectively engage in negotiations. Superintendents
felt more strongly than the other two groups for the need of
special training.

They further agreed that the superin-

tendent should not be by-passed in the process of negotiations.

Teacher representatives, however, felt more strongly

than board presidents and superintendents that the superintendent should stay completely out of negotiations between
the board and the teachers.

They also felt that the super-

intendent should not stay out of negotiations until an
impasse is reached.
Board presidents and district superintendents agreed
that boards of education should hire so~neone other than the
superintendent who is not an educator to serve as advisor
in negotiations.

Teacher representatives, on the other hand,

\vere nearly equally divided on the issue.

There was agree-

ment among the ~hree groups~ ho\vever, that the board of education should not enlist the aid of another educator (e.g.,
an administrative assistant) to serve as advisor in negotiations.
Neither teacher representatives, board presidents,
nor district superintendents felt that the superintendent
should represent and be the spokesman for the teachers and
serve their interests in professional negotiations.

A higher

rate of teacher representatives felt that the superintendent
should represent them and serve their interests.

The majori-

ty of bo-ard presidents and district superintendents believed
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thnt the superintendc11L should represent rrnd be Lhc spokesman for the board and serve its interests, whereas, teacher
representatives were emphatically opposed to this notion.
Neither group believed th:1t: the superintendent should represent and be the spokesman for both the teachers and the
board.

Teacher representative responses indicate that the

superintendent should not represent and be the spokesman for
either the teachers or the board.
District superintendents and teacher representatives
believed that, when engaging in negotiations, the superintendent should supply infom-:ttion to both teachers and the
board on his m,m initiative.

Board presidents were emphatic

in their belief that the superintendent. should not supply
information to the teachers on his mm initiative.

Strong

agreement prevailed that, when engaging in negotiations, the
superintendent should supply information to both teachers
and the board upon their request.
Consistent with findings, immediately above, district
superintendents and teacher representatives similarly felt
that the superintendent, when engaging in negotiations,
should recomm::mcl alternatives for both the teachers and the
boat·d.

Board presidents did not believe that the superin-

tendent should recommend alternatives for the teachers to request of the board, when engaging in collective negotiations.
Role Dependence on Substantive Issues
The fourth dimeusion dealt with the respondent's
beliefs regarding whether or not the superintendent's repre-
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sentativc role changes depending upon Lhe items being negoU.ated.

The three

g1~oups

- board presidents, district super-

intendents and teacher representatives - llclieved that the
issues regarding saL:.1eies, extra duty pay, sabbatical leave
pay, sick leave, number of hours teaching, class size, duties
other than teaching, teaching assignments, and retirement age
are negotiable.

The groups were divided on the representa-

tive role of the superintendent.

School board presidents

and district superintendents felt that the superintendent
should represent the board of education vJith regards to. the
negotiable items mentioned above.

Teacher representatives,

however: were of a different opinion.

With reference to

contract salaries, extra duty pay, sabb_aticnl leave pay,
sick leave, and retirement age, teacher representatives felt
that the superintendent should not represent either teachers
or the board of education.

The superintendent should repre-

sent both the teachers and the board when negotiating ntunber
of hours teaching, class size and duties other than teaching, according to the teacher representatives.
\>lith regard to teaching assignments, the teacher
representatives felt that the superintendent should represent the teachers.

Teacher representative responses to the

number of hours teaching, class size, duties other than
teaching and teaching assignments indicating definite superintendent representation seems to conflict with the teachers'
general response that the superintendent should not represent anyone.
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Team teaching, modular scheduling, tracking or ability grouping, ungrading or non-grading, and the use of lay
readers and teDchcr aides \vere believed t.:o be negotiable
items.

District superintendents and board presidents felt

much more strongly than teacher representatives that the
foregoing items should not be negotiable.

None the less,

they believed that the superintendent should represent both
the teachers and the board in the process of negotiation.
Teacher representatives also felt that these matters should
be negotiable.

Consistent with the findings reported in the

preceding paragraph, teacher representatives reflect a conflict with the teachers' general response 'that the superintendent should not represent anyone.

In response to team

teaching and tracking or ability grouping, this group felt
that the superintendent should represent teachers.

With

:respect to modular scheduling, ungrading or non-grading,
and use of lay readers and teacher aides, teacher representatives believed that the superintendent should represent
both teachers and the board.
Ancillary Findings
Several related questions were asked in the survey
to \vhich board presidents, district superintendents and
teacher representatives responded.
The three groups agreed that the school board should
be required to negotiate with teachers regarding worldng
ditions.

C'

Teacher representatives were more emphatic than

district superintendents and board presidents concerning

n-

I
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this issue.
Teacher representatives, board presidents and
district superintendents agreed decisively that district
school boards should be required to negotiate with teachers
regarding salaries.

Teacher representatives were signifi-

cantly more emphatic than board presidents concerning salary
negotiations.
The question of whether teachers should obtain
special training in order to more effectively engage in
policy formation reflected affirmative agreement.

Teacher

representatives felt more strongly than the two other
groups; however, a significant majority of the three groups
were in agreement.
Teacher representatives and board presidents agreed
at the same rate that school administrators should continue
to affilia!:e with the National Education Association through
the American Association of School Administrators.

District

superintendents, conversely, felt that they should not
affiliate with the NEA.
District superintendents, as well as teacher representatives in Eastern Pennsylvania and New Jersey, believed
that the negotiations law in the two states is adequate to
maintain the pmvers and duties of district school boards
over matters of salaries and economic policies.

Board

presidents felt that the negotiations lavl in Pennsylvania
and New Jersey is not adequate to maintain the powers and
duties of district school boards over matters of salaries
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and economic pol icics.

The three groups did agree,

hO\vc~vcr,

that New Jersey 1 s and Pennsylva.n:i.a 1 s negotiations law is
adequate to ensure negotiations for teachers.
Conclusions
Based upon the findings of this study, the following
conclusions were reached:
1.

Superintendents presently play a significant role in
school district policy determination.

A continua-

tion of this role is also desired.
2.

Teachers definitely want to influence all school
board policies.

3.

District superintendents and board presidents are
\villing to have teachers participate in both teacher
welfare and non-welfare policy determination.

4.

Unilateral policy determination by the board of education is rejected by teacher representatives.

5.

The primary duty of the superintendent is to act in
the capacity of agent for the school board in
carrying out board policies.

Board presidents,

superintendents, and teacher representatives
recognize this fact.
6.

Superintendents should not represent and be spokesmen for teachers nor serve their interests in professional nPgotiutions.

7.

When engaging ht negotiat.ions, a conflict of intere:~t

exists in the dual role of the superintendent
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representing both teachers and U1c board.
8.

A majority of teachers view the superJ.ntcndcnt as
an individual who can provide information and
guidance to the board and teacher organizations.
Board presidents tend to see him in this same light,
although when faced with a crucial issue both groups
expect the superintendent to speak f:or the board.

9.

Teacher representatives favor a negotiating process
\•lhich includes the superintendent, yet they desire
to speak officially to the board on behalf of the
group they represent.

10 ..

Teacher representatives have no desire to bypass the
superintendent and favor negotiation procedures in
\vhich buth the superintendent and teacher representatives are in attendance.

11.

Board presidents and distJ-· .. r. superintendents believe that a professional,

\·.ho

is not an educator,

should be hired to serve as an advisor in negoiations.
12.

Superintendents should obtain special training to
more effectively participate in professional negotiations.

Teacher representatives should also have

special training.

Board presidents do not consider

special training for teacher representatives as
important as for superintendents.

This finding

suggests that while board presidents may welcome
teacher participation in policy determination, they
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do not wunt teachers to be too skillful in exercising
thei17 influence.
13.

Role expectations of superintendents arc more similar
to those held by board members than to those held
by teacher representatives.

14.

There is no one right or proper role for the superintendent which would exclude every other role.

15.

There is no verifiable evidence of a role pattern
for the superintendent.

16.

The school superintendent's role has been altered
as a result of the collective negotiations movement.
Recommendations
Boards of education and teachers have made and are

making efforts to accommodate one another in the changing
pLnver relationships precipitated by collective negotiations
legislat:on.

The school superintendent has been caught

between the board member and teacher organizations, finding
it difficult, if not impossible to define his role in terms
that will satisfy both groups.
Superintendent, board president and teacher perceptions of the superintendent's role in professional negotiations were important factors in this study.

Whether or not

boards and superintendents are helping to define formally
for teachers, the superintendent's role behavior in the
process of negotiations} is worthy of further research.

It

would be as important to investigate whether: or not boards
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and superintendents arc for:1tally defining the super intendcnt' s role ~unong them~~cl ves prior to or during the ncgo tiat:Lon

proce~·_:s.

The role of the superintendent in professional negotiations requires additional clarification.

It would be

useful, therefore, to study changes in this position periodically.

The composition of personnel who participate in

pr.ofessional negotiations changes as elections are held,
resignations take effect and retirements ensue.

It would

be useful to study the same population after a period of
time to check for changes in opinions and judgments.
The knowledge gained from this study may contribute
toward a clearer understanding of the changing role of the
superintendent in the collective negotiations process.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

BIBLIOGRAPHY
BOOKS
Allen, Roy B., and Schmid, John (eds.). Collective
Nefotiations and Educational Admitu s trat1on.
umbus, Ohio: University Council for Educational
Administration~ 1966.
American Association of School Administrators. School
Administrator.~View Professional Neg_otiat1ons.
Washington, u.C.: A.A.S.A., 1966.
American Association of School Administrators. Profile of
the School Su:eerintendent. Washington, D.C.:
National Educat4on Association, 1960.
American Association of School Administrators. The Education
of A Sch<;)Ql Su~erintendent. Washington, D.C.: The
Assoc1at1on, l 63.
American Association of School Administrators. The
Centennial Stor* 1865-1965. Washington,D:"C.: A
Department of t e National Education Association,
October, 1964.
knerican Federation of Teachers, Commission on Educational
Re-construction. Organizing the Teaching Profession:
The Story of the A.F.T. New York: Free Press of
G.lencoe, 1955.
Andree, Robert G. Collective NeBotiations.
D.C. Heath and Co., 197 .

Lexington, Mass.:

Arnold, Owen G., and Taylor, John G. Teacher-School Board
Ne~otiations:
A Bibliography. ---:Bloomington, Ind.:
Ph1 Delta Kappa, Inc., 1967.
Bent, Dale, H. , Nie, Norman H. , and Hull, C. Hadlai.
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences.
McGraw-Hiir Book Company, Inc., 1970.

New York:

Bishop, Leslee J. Collective Ne:r;'1tiations in Curriculum and
Instruction. \!Jash:t.ngton;-IT.C.: Assoc1.at1on for Superv1s1on and Curriculum Development, NEA, 1967.
Blankenship, Alden H. "The Role of the Superintendent in
Teacher Negotiations." Readings on Collective
Negotiations in Public Education. Edited by Stanley
M. Elam, Myron Lieberman and Michael H. Moscow.
Chicago: Rand HcNally and Co., 1967.
131

-------------------------------~
132

Borg, Halter Raymond. Educational Research, An Introduction.
New York: D. McKay Company, 1963.
Campbell, Ronald F., Cunninghnm, Luvern L., and McPhee
Roderick R. The Organ.ization and Control of: American Schools. Ohio: ·Charles E. Merrill Book
Company, Inc. , 1965.
Educational Policies Cormnission. The Unique Role of the
Superintendent of Schools. Washington, D.C.: A Department of the National Education Association, 1965.
Elam, Stanley M., Lieberman, Myron, and Moskow, Michael H.
Readings on Collective Negotiations in Public Education. Chicago: Rand McNally and Company, 196/.
Ferguson, George A.
Education.

chology and

1966.

Gilroy, Thomas P., Sinicropi, Anthony V., Stone, Franklin D.,
and Urich 7 Theodore R. Educator's Guide to Collective
Negotiations. Columbus-, Ohio: Charles E. Merrill
Good, Carter V. The Dictionary of Education.
McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1959.

Hughes, James Honroe. Education in America.
Harper and Row, 1962

New York:

New York:

Kerlinger, Fred N. Foundations of Behavioral Research.
New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1964.
Lieberman, Hyron. Education as a P -ofession. EngleHood
Cliffs, NevJ Jersey: Prentlce-Hall, Inc., 1956.
1

Liebennan, Myron, and Moskow, Michael H. Collective Nes;otiations for Teachers: An Ap roach to School Admlnlstratlon. C lcago, I
Ran McNa
Co.,

1966.

Lutz, Frank w., and Azzarelli, Joseph J. The Struggle for
Power In Education. New York: Center for Applied
kcsearch in -Education, 1966.
Moore, Harold E. The Administration of Public School Personnel. New York: Center of Applied Re:3carch, Inc., 1966.

.LJJ

Moskow, Michael H. Teachers and Union:::;: The Applicability
of Collective Barsninlng to Pclllic Education.
Philadelphia: Un:tvcrsity of Pennsylvania, 1966.
National Education Association. Addresses and Procccdin s.
Washington, D.C.: The AssoclaL:ton,
National Education Association. Guidelines for Professional
Negotiations. Washington, D.C.: Nat:tonal Education
Association, 1965.
National Education Association. National Association Handbook. Hashington, D.C.: -.r964-1965
Orarn, James W. Understanding Collective BargaininE· New York:
American 'Hanagement Association, Inc. , 19~)0'.
Shils, Edward B., and Whittier, C. Taylor. Teachers,
Administrators anu Collective Bargaining. New York:
Thomas Y. Crowell Company, 1968.
Steffenson, James. Teachers Negotiate With Their School
Boards. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Goventment Printing
Office, 1964.
Stinnett, T. M. , Kleinmann, Jack H., and ·ware, Ha:rtha L.
Professional Negotiations in Public Education.
Ne\v York: The Macmillan Company, 1966.
Travers, Robert M. W. An Introduction to Educational
Research, 2d Ed. New York: The Macmillan Company,

1964.

Turabian, Kate L. A Manual for Writers of Term Papers,
Theses and Dissertations. Chicago: The University
of Chicago Press, 1967.
Wesley, Edgar. NEA: The First Hundred Years:
of the Teaching Profession. New York:
Bros., 1957

The Building
Harper and

Zwoll, James A. van. Scho'
Personnel Administration.
New York: Appletm. -..:entury-Crofts, Inc., 1964.
PERIODICALS
Ball, Lester B. "Collective Bargaining - A Primer for
Superintendents." Saturday Review, L (January, 196 7),
70-71.

134
Bars tow, Robbins. "Connecticut Teachers' Negotiations Lmv:
An Early Analysis." Phi Delta Kar:pan, (March,
1966), 345-351.
Becker, Harry A. "The Role of the School Administrator in
Professional Negotiations." American School Board
Journal, 1.50 (Hay, 1965), 20.
Bertalino, Jack J. "Hembcrship-Negotiator Relationships."
Today's Education, (January, 1969) 52-79.
Blanke, Virgil E. "Teachers in Search of Power."
ForLoo, XXX (January, 1966), 233.

Education

Brain, George B. "Who Controls Education." ·Washington
Education Association, (January, 1967~ 32.
Caldwell, William E. "The Superintendent's Negotiation
Role." The Journal of Educational Research, 64
(October, I9 70), 73- I 7.
Campbell, Ronald. "The Superintendent-His Role and Status."
Teachers S_ollcge Record, 65 (Hay, 1964), 671-679.
Cherry, Howard L. "Negotiations Between Boards and Teacher
Organizations." American School Board Journal,
CXLVI (March, 1963), 9.
Clark, Maurice P. "The Superintendent's Role in Professional Negotiations." Illinois Education, LVII (October,
1968), 70-72.
Clement, Stanley L. "Collective Bargaining: How Wonderful!
Or Is It?" The Bulletin of the National Association
of Secondary School Principals, 55 (December, 1971),

56-60.

Connecticut State Board of Education. "Bulletin 85: A
Report of the Committee on Working Relations Bet~tleen
Boards of Education and Teacher Organization." The
Connecticut Teacher, (January, 1963) 14.
Connor, Forrest. 11 School Administrators View Professional
Negotiations." The Clearing House, LV (Janua-ry,
1969), 294-297.
Daly, R.O. "New Directions for Professional Negotiations."
National Education Association Journal, LV (October,
1966), 27-29.
Daly, R.O. "Professional Negotiation." National Education
Association Journal, LIV (}fuy, 1965), 30.

..

; ....

'

.

~

'

135
Donovan, Bernard E. "Negotiations: Ten Years Later." The
Bulletin of the National Association of Sccondar-.Sc
Prn1.c:tpa ~' .)
Duncanson, Donald. "School Board- Staff Relations."
Teachers College JoLU:T.tal, 37 (December, 1965), 2.
'·

Epstein, Benjamin. "What Status and Voice for Principals
and Administrators in Collective Bargaining and
Professional Negotiations' by Teacher Organization?"
NASSP Bulletin, XLIX (March, 1965), 253.
Evans, Seymour. "The Superintendent's Dilemma." The American School Board Journal, CLV (November, 1967), 10-12.
Garber, Lee 0. "How to Free Superintendents from Negotiation
Hazards." Nations Schools, 77 (March, 1966), 139.
Garber, Lee 0. "These Ten Legal Principles Control Collective Bargaining." Nations Schools, 76 (September,1965).
Hipp, Fred L. "Advancing the \.Jelfare of Members."
Journal, LIII (January, 1964), 20.

NEA

Hopkins, J. "A Review of Events in Professional Negotiations."
Theory Into Practice, IV (April; 1965), 51-55.
Kratzman, Arthur. "The Alberta Tr ':hers' Association and
Collective Bargaining." }.tteory Into Practice, 9
(May, 1965), 78.
Lieberman, Myron. "The Future of Collective Negotiations."
Phi Delta Kappan, LII (December, 1971), 214-216.
Michel, George. "The Superintendent's Status." The American School Board Journal, (March, 1968), 8-10.
National Education Association. "The 1955 Teacher Supply and
Demand Report." Journal of Teacher Education, 6
(March, 1955), 36.
Nolte, Chester M. "Teachers Face Boards of Education Across
the Bargaining Table Legally." The American School
Board Journal, (June, 1965), 10.
Parker, Jack F. "Let's Abolish the NEA."
(June, 1968), 567-573.

Phi Delta Kappan,

Perry, Charles R. "School Board- Staff Negotiations."
Teachers College Journal, 37 (December, 1965), 103-109.

136
Schooling, H. \--1. "Tee:l.cher-Administrntor Relationships."
NEA Journal, LIV (February, 1965), 33.
Staub, H. Frederick. "The Editor's Poslscripts. "
Into Practice, 9 (Mny, 1965), 79.

Theor-y:

Stinnett, T. M. "Professional Negotiation, Collecti•.re Bargaining, Sanctions, and Strikes." NASSP Bulletin,
XLVIII, (April, 1964), 98.
Story, H.W. "Collective Bargaining with Teachers Under
Wisconsin Law." Theory Into Practice, IV (April,
1965), 64.
Swchart, Roy L. "Teacher Negotiations and the Role of the
Superintendent." The Clearing House, VILL (Hay,
1969), 535.
Taylor, George W. "The Public Interest in Collective Negotiations in Education." Phi Delta Kappan, 16-22.
Unruh, Adolph. "Negotiations and the 1ole of the Superintendent." Educ.ational Forum~ XXIX (January, 1965),
165-168.
Walter, Robert L. "An Alternative to Collective Bargaining."
American School Board Journal, (March, 1968(, 26-27.
West, Allen M. "What's Bugging Teachers?"
Digest, XXXI (February, 1966), 32.

The Education

Wildman, Wesley. "Implirations of Teacher Bargaining for
School Administrators." Phi Delta Kappan, 45
(December, 1964), 152-158.
UNPUBLISHED MATERIALS
Ball, Lester B. "Professional Negotiations and Collective
Bargaining-A New Way of Life for the School Administrator," Washington, D. C.: American Association of
School Administrators, November, 1965. (Mimeographed).
Cald\vell, William. E. "The Rcle of the School Superintendent
in Negotiations Between Teacher's Organizations and
Boards of Education." Unpublished Ph. D. dissertation,
New York University, 1968.
Co\van, Alton W. "Collective Bargaining and the Superintendent." Comments from a Michigan Superintendent's
Newsletter, (April, 1961).

1
I

•

'

I

•

'

•

•

:

:

'

'

\"'

"

•

"'

•

'

137
Goe, Donald K. "A Comparison of Behaviors in Teacher
Negotiations and the Character of Teacher-Administrator Relationships." Unpublished Ed.D.
dissertation, School of Education, Colorado State
College, 1967.
Herbertson, Jack R. "Teacher Negotiations as Perceived By
Representatives of Teacher Groups, Superintendents,
and School Board Presidents." Unpublished Ed.D.
dissertation, Colorado State College, 1966.
Scott, Walter. "Collective Negotiations: Implications
for Preparation of Administrators." Collective
Negotiations and Educational Administration, (1967).
Trenholm, Ronald Benjamin. "The Supe1·intendent' s Role in
Teacher Negotiations as Perceived 1y School Board
Chairmen and Representatives of Teacher Groups,"
Unpublished Ed.D. dissertation, Colorado State
College, 1968.

APPENDIX A
LETTERS OF INSTRUCTION

.37 Underwood Road
Lcvitlmvn, Pennsylvania
December Jl, 1971
Dear
As part of my doctoral· study being conducted at
Walden Universit.y under the direction of Dr. Pietro Pascale
and Dr. Nary C. Rodgers, my dissertation committee, I am
nmking an attitudinal survey of selected school district personnel in New Jersey and Eastern Pennsylvania. This particular survey concern.s the role of the Superintendent in the
collective negotiation process as perceived by boards of education, superinte·ndents and presidents of local teacher
organizations.
It has become increasingly important to obtain information about the emerging role of the superintendent in
the collective negotiating process. It is felt that this
investigation ·Hill be beneficial tn that it 1.vill aid in the
understanding of the superi. rte;.~.dent' s negotiation role and
provide guidance in sele(:.L..ing the mo':'t effective role for
such a. key individual.
The pur"[lose of th.Ls study is to iderd.:ify and compare
perceptions of those having had experience with teacher negotiations concen1ing the r0lr: of the superintendent in the
negotiating process. To accomplish this purr,ose, we are
asking you to cowplete the enclose.d que:;ti':'ma:i.re and return
it in the stamped. D.ddressed e1:1.velope at y:;ur earliest convenience. (The ta1:get date for: processing the analysis of
the data is January 18, 1972.)
You may be assured that the highest ethical procedt.n:es will be utilized throughout the study and at no time
will a respondent's name or school system be identified in
this study. \-Jhen t:he study ":.t· · ~.'ncluded, I shall be happy
to fonvard a SumJ.l1<:~.ry to you !-! yuu 'iNill incli_;.:.ate on the
questionnaire that you ~voulc } ike. one.
Thank you for your assistance in this study.
Sincerely yours,
DOHINICK DiNUNZIO
Researcher
PIETRO J. PASCALE, Ed.D.
Professor of Education
DD/af
enc.
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37 Uncler....;ro:)d Road
Lcvittovm, Pennsylvania
January 25, 1972
Dear

---·---

Sometime ago I wrote you concerning a study presently being conducted at Walden University. This study is an
attempt to assess the role of the superintendent of schools
in the process of teacher negotiations (conferring, consulting and discussing in good faith) with district school
boards on matters of salaries and related economic policies
affecting professional services. Perceptions of those who
have had experience in this process are very important to
the completion of this study.
If you were unable to complete the questionnaire
previously, perhaps you are in a position to do so now.
YOUR EXPERIENCE IS OF GREAT VALUE AND YOUR IMMEDIATE
RESPONSE VITAL!
You may be assured that the highest ethical procedures will be utilized throughout the study and at no time
will a. respondent's name or. school system be identified in
this study. \fuen the study is concluded, I shall be happy
to forward a summary to you if you will indicate on the
questionnaire that you would like one.
Thank you for your interest, consideration and
immediate response to this request.
Sincerely yours,

DOMINICK DiNUNZIO
Researcher
DD/af
cnc. 1 Questionnaire
1 Return Envelope

APPENDIX B
QUESTIONAIRE

Questionnaire:

THE ROLE OF TliE SUPERINTENDENT OF SCIIOOLS
IN THE PROCESS OF COlLECTIVE NEGOTIATIONS
AS PEnCEIVED DY LOCAL DAHGAINING AGENTS,
BOARDS OF EDUCATION AND SUPERINTENDENTS
IN SELECTED ~;CHOOL DISTRICTS OF NEW JERSEY
AND EASTERN PENNSYLVANIA.

DIRECTIONS: In responding to the follmving ·questions, \vrite
the NUMBER of your answer in the space provided beside the
question number. Please answer every item with the one
response which best relates your opinion.
(l)

What is your recent connection with public
education?·
l. Bdard Member
3. Superintendent
2. Elementary Teacher 4. Secondary Teacher

(2)

How many years have you been connected with
public education?
4. 15-19
3. 10-14
l. 0-4
2. 5-9
5. 20 or over

(3)

Within \vhich age bracket do you fall?
l. 20-29
2. 30-39
3. 40-49
4. 50-59
5. 60 or over

(4)

Of \vhich sex are you?

l.
(5)

(6)

Male

2.

Female

\~1at

kind of support does the district superintendent enioy?
l. Associate Superintendent
2. Assistant Superintendent
3. Business Manager (Administrator)
4. Personnel Director
5. All of the preceding 4
6. 3 of the 4
7. 2 of the 4
8. None of the 4
Type of school district in which you are a
member?
1. Central city (total population in your
district is 100,000 or over)
2. City (total population in your district
is over 50,000 but less than 100,000)
3. Suburban (total population in your district is 20,000 but less than 50,000)
4. Industrial to\VTI (total population in
district is 3,000 but less than 20,000)
5. Rural (Total population in district is
less than 3,000)
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(7)

What is the average income of f.:1milics living
within your school district?
l.
3.
5.

$2000-$6000
$10,001-$15,000
over $25,000

2.
4.

$6001-$10,000
$15,001.-$25,000

(8)

Ilo\v many students arc enrolled in your school
district?
l. 0-400
2. 401-1500
3. 1501-4000
4. 4001-10,000
5. 10,001 and over

(9)

What is the predominrmt professional training
of teachers employed in your school district?
1. Non-degree
2. B.A. or B.S.
3. B.A.+ X credits
4. M.S.
5. M.A.+ X credits
6. Ed.D-Ph.D.

_ _ (10)

What is the male-female ratio of the members
of the teaching staff?
1. 1-10
2. 1-8
3. 1-6
4. 1-4
5. 1-2
6. 1-1

_ _ _ (11)

What teacher organization exists in your
school system?
1. AFT affiliated organization
2. NEA affiliated organization
3. Both NEA-AFT affiliated organization
4. Local (non-affiliated teacher group)
5. None of the above
·

_ _ (12)

Are specific written board policies concerning teacher negotiations now in effect in
your district?
1. Yes
2. No

DIRECTIONS:

In responding to the follmving questions,
(13-50), write a l in the blank if your answer is EHPHATICAI..LY YES, a 2 if your ans\ver is somewhat yes, a 3 if your
answer is somewhat no, and a 4 if your answer is EHPHATICALLY NO.
1.

EMPHATICALLY YES

2.

somewhat yes

3.

s omev1ha t no

4.

EMPHATICALLY NO

For questions 13-16, do you think school
district policies relating directly to
teacher welfare should be determined by:

- - - (13)

The school board only?

--- (14)

The school board with teachers and administrators assisting?
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--- (15)
---

(16)

Teachers and administrators?
Teachers only?

For questions 17-18, do you think school district
policies not relating directly to teacher welfare should be determined by:
_ _ _ (17)

---

(18)

_ _ _ (19)

The school board only?
The school board with teachers and administrators assisting?
Is (New Jersey's) (Pennsylvania's) negotiations
law adequate to maintain the pm..;ers and duties
of district school boards over matters of
salaries and economic policies?

(20)

When engaging in negotiations, is it possible
for the superintendent to represen!:. both the
interests of teachers and the board?

(21)

Should the local district superintendent play
a significant role in school district policy
fOJ.-mation?

(22)

Is (New Jersey's) (Pennsylvania's) negotiations lmv adequate to ensure negotiations for
teachers?

(23)

Should teachers obtain special training in
order to more effectively engage in policy
formation?

(24)

Do you consider the primary duty of the superintendent as acting in the capacity of agent
for the teachers in striving for policies necessary for the operation of the schools?

(26)

Can the superintendent perform both the functions of acting as agent for the board and as
agent for the teachers simultaneously?

(27)

In your opinion, should district school boards
be required to negotiate with teachers regarding salaries?

_ _ _ (28)

Do you consider the primary duty of the superintendent as acting in the capacity of agent
for the school board in carrying out board
policies?

---

---

---

---

---

---

---

(29)

In your opnnon, should (, i strict school boards
be required to negotiate \vLth teachers regard~tg working canditions?

(30)

Do teachers presently play .:::t significant role
in district poU.,c.y f:ormat:ion?

(31)

When engaging in negotiations, is there a
conflict of interests in the dual role of the
superintendent in representing both teachers
and the board?

(32)

Do you think teachers should share in over-all
district policy formation?

(33)

Should the local district superintendent obtain special training in order to more effectively engage in negotiations?
For questions, (34-l~7), in your opJ.nJ.on, when
engaging in collective negotiations should the
district superintenden~:
l.

EtvlPHATICALLY YES

2.

somewhat yes

3.

somewhat no

4.

EJvlPHATICALLY NO

(34)

Represent and be spokesman for the teachers
and serve their interests?

(35)

Represent and be the spokesman for the board
and serve its interests?

(36)

Represent and be the spokesnmn for both the
teachers and the board?

(37)

Supply infonrration to the board on his own
initiative?

(38)

Supply information to the teachers on his own
initiative?

( 39)

Supply infornw tion to both teachers and board
on his own initiative'!

(40)

Supply information to the board upon its request?

(41)

Supply information to the teachers upon their
request?
Supply infonn.a.tion to both teachers and board
upon their request?

(42)

----------------------------------------~:;~~1;·
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(43)

Rc.cornrm~nd

teachers?

(44)

(45)

a l tcrnatives for board to offer to

Recommend alternatives for the teachers to
request of the board?
Recommend alternatives for both the teachers

and the board?

--

(46)

Stay out of 11egotiations until an impasse is
reached?

(47)

Stay completely out of negot:i.ations between
the board and the teachers?

(48)

Should school administrators continue to
affiliate with the National Education Association through the American Association of
School Administrators?

(49)

Do you think the board of education should
hire someone other than the superintendent
who is not an educator (e.g., an attorney) to
serve as advisor in negotiations?

(50)

Do you think the board of education should
enlist the aid of another educator (e.g., an
administrative assistant) to serve as advisor
in negotiations?
In the following items, (51-59), whom do you
think the superintendent should repres0nt?
l.
4.

Teachers
Neither

2.
5.

Board
3. Both
Not negotiable

(51)

Contr~ct salaries

(52)

Extra duty pay

(53)

Sabbatical leave pay

(54)

Sick leave

(55)

Number of hours teaching

(56)

Class size

(57)

Duties other than teaching

(58)

Teaching assignments
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(59)

Retirement age
In the following items of n curricular
na l:tn~c, ( 60- GL~) , 'vhom do you think the
superintendent should r.cprcsent?

1.
4.

Teachc"Ls
Neither

2.
5.

Board
3. Both
Not negotiable

(60)

Team teaching

( 61)

Modular scheduling

(62)

Tracking or ability grouping

(63)

Ungrading or non-grading

(64)

Use of lay readers and teacher aides

Please write your name and address below if you want the
results of the study sent to you.

Dominick DiNunzio,
Researcher

